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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Up To THE TIME of going to press, neither the Court of 
Appeal list nor the Chancery lists have reached us. The 
Queen’s Bench lists show a total of 293 actions entered for 
trial up to the 5th inst., as against 580 at the commencement of 
the Easter Sittings, and 394 a year ago. 





As 4 correspondent of the Zimes points out, it is now clear that 
no alteration is contemplated this year in the Long Vacation ; 
the judges having arranged that the summer assizes shall end 
about the 12th of August, as usual. 





THE CONTROVERSY as regards defaulting solicitors has now, in 
the letters which appear in the public press, practically narrowed 
itself down to the question whether the Incorporated Law 
Society shall undertake the prosecution of delinquents, and if so, 
how the funds are to be provided. It is suggested that they 
should be raised by an increase in the certificate duty, 
whereby the vast majority of honest members of the profes- 
sion will be taxed for p aren. or Ha ofthe rogues. This appears 
to be a most singular osal. How do criminal solicitors 
differ from other mca dt e costs of whose prosecution falls 
on public funds? What would be said of a proposal that 
criminal brokers should be prosecuted at the cost of the 
members of the Stock Exchange? Let the Council, if they 
think fit, undertake the prosecution of solicitors who commit 
offences against the criminal law—though in our opinion it 
should be left to the Public Prosecutor—but let the funds for 
such prosecutions be provided in the same way as for other 
criminal cases. It would, we believe, be wholly unprecedented 
for criminals belonging to a particular class to be prosecuted at 
the cost of that class, and one can hardly understand the grounds 
on which the suggestion has been made. There will certainly 
be the keenest opposition on the part of the profession if the 
proposal should be attempted to be carried into effect. 





Tux oasz of Driefontein Consolidated Mines (Limited) v. Janson 
(reported elsewhere) was a curious attempt to extend to 
new circumstances the doctrine, formerly established, that 
contracts of insurance cannot be enforced so as to indemnify 
an alien enemy against the loss of his property in the 
course of a war. (Gold belonging to the plaintiff co y, 








which was being conveyed from Johannesburg to the : 
was covered by a Lioyd’s policy, of which the defendant 
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was one of the underwriters. The gold was seized by the 
Transvaal Government on the 2nd of October of last year 
—that is, some nine days before the actual outbreak of 
hostilities. When a war is being waged between this and 
another country it may be a necessity sometimes for the private 
P erty of the subjects of the hostile country to be destroyed. 

uch destruction, of course, could only be justified as 
@ measure of necessity, and it might, under some circum- 
stances, be against public policy for the owners to be 
allowed to claim indemnity under contracts of insurance 
entered into with subjects of this country. Whether such a 
view of public policy would at this day be allowed to govern the 
enforcement of commercial contracts, is doubtful ; but the present 
case had special features which distinguished it from those on 
which the old doctrine is founded. As just stated, the seizure 
of the gold took place before the outbreak of hostilities, and 
Maruew, J., declined either to date the state of war from the 
seizure of the gold, or to treat the state of war as relating back 
to acts which were done in contemplation of hostilities. But 
apart from this, there was the very material distinction that in 
cases to which the doctrine in question properly applies the 
seizure or destruction of property is the act of this country, and 
it is designed to weaken the resources of the enemy. Here 
the seizure was the act of the enemy, and it could be of 
no advantage to this country to prevent the losers, of whatever 
nationality they might be, from seeking indemnity under ordinary 
commercial contracts. Maruew, J., held, accordingly, that the 
policy was enforceable. There was a further point, whether the 
yee company, seeing that the great majority of its share- 

olders were Europeans—largely, indeed, British—was an “‘alien 
enemy” orno. But on this the learned judge was against the 
company. It was, indeed, a matter of indifference who were the 
members of the company. The company, which was a separate 
entity, was formed under the Transvaal law and wasa Trans- 
vaal subject. This fact, however, would only have suspended 
the remedy until the cessation of hostilities, and the point was 
not pressed by the defendant. 





“THE DECISION given by the Court of Appeal in the case of 
Evans v. Justices of Conway, on which you commented last week 
(ante, p. 498), is,” says a valued correspondent, ‘‘ one of the most 
important decisions to licensed victuallers and brewers which 
has been given for some time. The point at issue really 
depended upon the question on which party the onus of proof 
rested. Now, if a person applies for a new licence, clearly the 
burden of proof is upon him to shew that he ought to have the 
licence. But if a person who already holds a licence applies for 
a renewal of that licence, the burden of shewing that he ought 
not to have a renewal (or, in other words, that his licence should 
not be taken away) is upon the objector. The holder of the 
licence has in fact a primé facie right to have it renewed. Now, 
upon appeal to quarter sessions the proceedings are generally 
in the nature of are-hearing. This is certainly the case in 
appeals against a conviction and also in appeals against the 
refusal to renew a licence. _If, then, the appeal is a re-hearing, 
the party on whom is the burden of proof should begin, and if 
he fails in proving what he undertakes to prove, the other party 
should succeed. Clearly, then, if the party who has to begin 
gives no evidence whatever, the appellant must succeed and is 
entitled to a renewal of his licence. This is the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, and the decision seems to be both just to the 
licence holder and sound in principle. Nothing can be imagined 
more unjust than for a court of quarter sessions to deprive a 
man of his licence without any grounds whatever for so doing 
having been proved. There can be no doubt, since Sharp v. 
Wokefield (37 W. R. 187; 1891, A. O. 473), that justices have 
absolute discretion to grant or refuse a renewal. But a court of 
quarter sessions must exercise its discretion judicially and only 
upon evidence. An attempt was made to argue that, when 
hearing a licensing appeal, a court of quarter sessions is not 
a court at all. This extraordinary proposition is founded, of 
course, upon a misunderstanding of Boulter v. The Justices of 
Kent (46 W. R. 114; 1897, A. C. 556). Because the licensing 


meeting is not a court, it was argued that the body which has 
power to overrule the decisions of that meeting is not a court. 








The reasoning is hard to follow. An assessment committeo is 
not a court, but no one seems to have yet raised the point that 
——~ sessions is not a court when hearing a rating appeal, 

he court of quarter sessions is clearly a court of justice when 
hearing any sort of appeal, and therefore must act judicially, 
and cannot disregard the ordinary principles of legal procedure.” 





A curious pornt was raised before Bucxxzy, J., in Rosenbaum 
v. Belson (ante, p. 485) as to the extent of the authority con: 
ferred by instructions to an agent to sell property—whether thé 
agent was only authorized to find a purchaser, or whether he 
was also authorized to enter into a binding contract for sale, 
The defendant, who was the owner of certain leasehold houses, 
gave a firm of auctioneers and estate agents written instructions 
as follows: “ Please sell for me” the houses in question, ‘ and 
I agree to pay you by way of commission the sum of 24 per cent. 
on the purchase price accepted.” The auctioneers, acting 
according to what they understood to be the meaning of these 
instructions, sold the houses to the plaintiff for £785, and 
entered into a written contract with him. This contract the 
defendant refused to carry out, alleging that he had given no 
authority to enter into a binding contract for sale, but only to 
find a purchaser. It does not appear what had passed between 
the defendant and the estate agents as to the price at which 
they were to sell the houses, and in the absence of some under: 
standing on this point, it is, of course, unusual for an agent to 
proceed in the matter of a proposed sale. Till he has received 
definite instructions as to the amount to be accepted, his proper 
business is to submit to his client such offers as may be made, 
In the ordinary course where a house is placed upon the books 
of a house agent for sale, a price is named, and any offers not 
coming up to the price are the subject of special instructions, 
In Hamer v. Sharp (23 W. R. 158, L. R. 19 Eq. 108) the 
authority expressly given was to “ procure a purchaser ” ; and in 
this case it was held that the agent had no authority to 
sign @ contract: see also Chadburn v. Moore (41 W. R. 39), 
At first sight, there is perhaps no great distinction between the 
instructions in the above-mentioned case and the authority to 
“sell” which was given in the present case of Rosenbaum v. 
Belson. But while the phrase “to find a purchaser” leaves it 
doubtful whether the agent is simply to obtain offers, or also to 
go a step further and actually accept an offer, the words “to 
sell’ seem to carry the meaning sufficiently far to cover the 
entire transaction. There is no sale until an offer has been 
made and accepted, and it was held accordingly by Bucxtey, J, 
that the agents, by entering into a contract to sell, had not 
exceeded the authority conferred upon them. 





AN ATTEMPT was made, though unsuccessfully, in the recent 
case of Goodwin v. Saturley (Times, 1st inst.) to get behind the 
settled meaning of the provision in a lessee’s covenant against 
assignment, &c., without the lessor’s consent, that such consent 
is not to be unreasonably withheld. The action was brought 
for arrears of rent due under a leas which contained a covenant 
by the lessee not to assign the premises without previously 
obtaining the consent in writing of the lessor, but that such 
consent should not be unreasonably or arbitrarily withheld toa 
respectable and responsible assignee. An assignee had bees 
proposed by the lessee and had been refused by the lessor, and 
the lessee counterclaimed in the action for a declaration that the 
proposed assignee was a respectable and responsible person, or, in 
the alternative, for damages for the lessor’s breach of covenant in 
refusing his consent. The legal effect of the qualified covenant 
against assignment may not be very convenient in practice, 
but it was settled by Zreloar v. Bigge (L. Re 9 Ex. 151), and 
the conclusion there arrived at has been adopted in subsequent 
cases, notably in Sear v. House Property Society (16 Ch. D. 387). 
“ Looking,” said Baron Ampuuerr in the former case, ‘‘ at the 
rages in which the words relied on occur, I think they ought to 

e construed as a qualification on the covenant of the lessee,” 
and ‘‘the true interpretation of the words, I think, is to 
release the plaintiff from his covenant not to assign without 
the defendant’s assent, if that assent is arbitrarily withheld.” 
In other words, the proviso does not amount to an independent 
covenant upon the part of ‘the lessor not to withhold his con- 
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sent, and consequently no damages are recoverable against him 
whatever may be the inconvenience to which he subjects the 
lessee by refusing his assent in a case where it ought to be 
given. The lessee is then free to assign without licence, and 
the question of the assignee’s suitability can only be raised in 
proceedings by the lessor grounded upon an alleged breach of 
the lessee’s covenant. Thus in Sear v. House Property Society 
(supra) the covenant was not to assign or underlease without the 
jessor’s consent in writing, ‘‘ but such consent not to be unreason- 
ably withheld.” The lessee brought an action for damages 
against a lessor for unreasonably withholding his consent. ‘I 
consider,” said Hatt, V.C., ‘‘ that the convenient construction 
is, that the words be construed as not being themselves a 
covenant to be enforced by damages, but as leaving the lessee 
to deal with the premises without restriction if the licence of 
the lessor for permission to assign to a responsible and respect- 
able tenant be unreasonably withheld.” The covenant in 
Goodwin v. Saturley appears to have been undistinguishable 
from that in the case before Hatt, V.C., and it is not sur- 
prising, therefore, that Rintzy, J., did not see his way to either 
giving damages against the lessor or making a declaration of 
the proposed assignee’s respectability. 





THE CONDITION precedent to enforcing a right of re-entry or 
forfeiture for breach of covenant or condition in a lease imposed 
by the 14th section of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is not 
fulfilled until both the lessor has served the prescribed notice on 
the lessee, and the lessee has failed within a reasonable time 
thereafter to remedy the breach. The Act, it may be remarked, 
does not require the notice to specify a reasonable time, or 
indeed any time, to remedy the breach, but in practice a time is 
usually specified in the notice. In a notice concerned with 
more than one breach, the time specified would ordinarily 
be the time which the lessor thought reasonable for remedy of 
all the breaches complained of. If, however, the time were found 
by the court to be (1) in fact insufficient to remedy any 
of the several breaches complained of, or (2) in fact sufficient 
to remedy one or more only, but not all the breaches, what 
would be the effect on the lessor’s position? The point 
was discussed, but not decided, in a recent case before 
Bucxtzy, J. There lessees under a mining lease had covenanted 
that they would endeavour to raise certain coal by means of a 
shaft to be sunk by them, and would within a named time 
commence to sink the shaft and thereafter continuously and 
vigorously prosecute the sinking, and would finish the shaft, and 
soon. The breaches complained of in the notice were (1) not 
commencing and prosecuting and finishing the shaft, (2) not 
endeavouring to win the coal, and so on, and the lessees were 
required to remedy all the breaches within three months after 
notice. It was admitted that it would take two years to finish 
sinking the shaft, and it was first vigorously contended for the 
lessees that the covenant must be read as one and could 
not be split up, and on this view that the three months 
given was not a reasonable time, and therefore the notice 
was bad. The court thereupon asked where the Act said 
anything about the time given by the notice, and if the time 
named was unreasonable why should that make the notice bad? 
Bucxtxy, J., referred to the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
in Horsey Estate v. Steiger (47 W.R. 644; 1899, 2 Q. B. 79), 
which was delivered by Lord Russrtx, O.J., and drew attention 
to his concluding words on this point—‘‘On the whole, there- 
fore, I am of opinion that the notice was bad, and did not comply 
with the condition precedent to action within section 14 of the Act of 
1881 ”—asking what was that condition precedent? In Pannell 
v. City of London Brewery Co. (48 W. R. 264; 1900, 1 Ch. 496) 
Buckuey, J., himself disposed of this passage in Horsey Estate v. 
Steiger as meaning, not that the notice there was bad, 
but that the proceedings on the notice were bad, because 
sufficient time had not been allowed (1900, 1 Ch., p. 503). 





Ir was also contended, as regards the above covenant, that 
even if it ought to be read as containing several independent 
obligations, the time was still unreasonable, because it did not 
permit of compliance with the requisition which it would take 


had not “ failed within a reasonable time to remedy the breach” 
within the meaning of the Act when he failed to remedy any 
breach within the time reasonable for the remedy of that breach ? 
It has been decided that a notice under the Act is severable, so 
that it may be good in respect of one alleged breach and bad in 
respect of another: Lock v. Pearce (41 W.R. 369; 1893, 2 Ch. 
271, 280, per Linvizy, L.J.), Pannell v. City of London Brewery Co. 
The enactment, however, simply speaks of “the breach.” If 
it is right to construe “the breach ” there mentioned as applying 
distinctly and substantively to each of several breaches par- 
ticularized in one notice, it seems to follow that the other 
provisions, including that as to “reasonable time,” should be 
similarly construed reddendo singula singulis. The result would 
be that wherever the provisions of the Act are complied with in 
respect of any one breach alleged, the condition precedent to 
action in respect to that breach is complied with, and the right 
of action so arising is not lost through any neglect to comply 
with the provisions of the Act as regards any other breach 
alleged in the notice. It may well be, however, that the 
piecemeal construction of the notice will not find favour, 
and that it will not be allowed to be pushed to its logical 
consequences. The authorities generally shew a tendency 
to give the tenant the benefit of any doubt as to the 
sufficiency of the notice, and the scope of section 14 has been 
explained in Horsey Estate v. Steiger, and elsewhere, to be that 
the notice should be such as to give the tenant ise informa- 
tion of what is alleged against him and what is demanded from 
him, so that he may have the greg | of considering his 
position before action brought (1899, 2Q. B., p. 91): see also 
Re Serle (46 W. R. 440 ; 1898, 1 Ch. 652), and other cases there 
cited by Kzxewicn, J. 








A SPECIAL MANAGER’S RIGHT TO INDEMNITY. 


Tue course which a receiver and manager must pursue, whether 
appointed by the court of its inherent jurisdiction, or under 
statute, or at the instance of a debenture-holder, or other 
incumbrancer, is always a difficult and sometimes a dangerous 
one, beset as it is on all sides by pitfalls peculiarly difficult of 
detection. 

The difficulties of the position arise from the fact that it is 
an anomalous one in sev respects, but principally in this, 
that, while it entails personal responsibility, it does not give 
unfettered power of management. A receiver and manager, or 
a special manager, has not unfettered power of management, 
because, being appointed by the court, he is the servant 
or officer of the court, subject to the control of the court, 
and upon any question of doubt or difficulty arising as to 
the character or details of management he must apply 
for the directions of the court and act according to its orders: 
Re Manchester and Milford Railway (L. R. 2 Ch., at p. 211) 
and Burt v. Bull (1895, 1 Q. B. 276). But, although such 
a relationship as this, if it existed between a manager and 
ordinary persons, would constitute the manager the agent of 
such persons, the relation of principal and agent does not exist 
between the receiver and manager and the court so as to relieve 
the manager from personal responsibility. On the contrary, 
the court intends & the appointment of a receiver and 
manager that the receiver and manager so — shall 
appear to the world as the person carrying on the business in the 
usual way, making himeelf personally liable on all contracts: 
Owen v. Cronk (1895, 1 Q. B., at p. 271) and Burt v. Bull (supra). 
This, however, does not exhaust the burden which a receiver 
and manager takes upon his shoulders. For it is his duty, since 
he is appointed for the very purpose of carrying on the business, 
to enter into such contracts as may be necessary for that pur- 
pose: Zaylor vy. Neate (39 Ch. D. 548). 

The onerous nature of such a position as that above indicated 
would be intolerable but for the fact that from the earliest 
period the courts have fully recognized, as a corollary to 
the principle of personal responsibility, the principle that a 
receiver and manager is entitled to look to the assets of 
the business as an indemnity. It will be found that this 
principle is enunciated side by side with the principle of per- 
sonal liability in Scott v. Nesbit (14 Ves. 438), one of the earliest 
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at p. 446, it is laid down that ‘‘the dealing with the estate 
creates a personal contract in respect of which the estate is 
liable” ; and, at p. 444, that ‘for what, in the fair discharge of 
their duty, they became liable to in respect of the management 
of the estate, they should be indemnified.” That was not a case 
in which the court had appointed the managers, but in which 
the assumption of the management had been more or less 
voluntary. Yet the court recognized that the principle applied. 
The tendency of recent cases has been to apply the principle 
of indemnity on the broadest and most liberal lines. In 
Owen v. Cronk (supra), in which the whole position of a 
receiver and manager was carefully reviewed by the Court 
of Appeal, the court summed up the -position thus: ‘‘ When 
@ man is appointed by the court receiver and manager of 
a business, he knows he is appointed, and he accepts the 
appointment, upon the terms that he is personally liable to 
the creditors of that business, and that he will have to account 
to the court, while at the same time he will be entitled to an 
indemnity out of the business,” and in Burt v. Bull (supra) and 
Strap v. Bull (1895, 2 Ch. 1) the same principle obtained the 
fullest recognition. The most recent and, in some aspects, most 
striking application of the same principle is to be found in an 
Irish case, Ramsay v. Simpson (No. 2) (1899, 1 Ir. Rep. 194). 
There a manager appointed by the court in an administration suit 
continued, with leave of the court, an action begun by the 
executors to recover a balance claimed in respect of a contract of 
the testator. The defendants counterclaimed and recovered a 
sum larger than the sum claimed, and judgment was entered 
for them for the difference, with costs. The fund in court, 
however, was insufficient to pay the defendant’s costs and those 
of the manager. In these circumstances the court decided that 
the manager, who as officer of the court had incurred the 
expense under the court’s directions in endeavouring to benefit 
the estate, had a prior right to be paid his costs and to be 
indemnified out of the assets. 

Having regard to the time during which this principle has 
been established and to the weight of the authorities supporting 
it, it is certainly surprising to find it seriously impugned as it was 
in Re A. B. & Co., Ex parte J. M. Richardson (No. 2) ante, p. 448), 
@ case described by the Master of the Rolls as of “‘ more than a 
little interest.” A bankruptcy petition having been presented 
against an American firm trading both in England and 
America, the official receiver was appointed interim receiver of 
the firm’s property under section 10 of the Bankruptey Act, 
1883, pending the hearing of the petition, and subse- 
quently, on the application of the petitioning creditors, the 
official receiver appointed a special manager under section 12 
of the Act of 1883, which empowers him to make such 
appointment “if satisfied that the nature of the debtor's estate 
or business, or the interest of the creditors generally,”’ require it. 
The petition was subsequently dismissed by the Court of Appeal 
on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to make it, and the 
question thereupon arose whether the special manager was 
entitled to deduct from moneys in his hands, representing the 
gross receipts of the business during his management, 
moneys properly expended for wages, &c., in carrying 
on the business. The registrar having decided against 
the manager, the question was taken to the Court of Appeal. 
It was sought to sustain the registrar’s decision by the ingenious 
argument that, the receiving order having been made wholly 
without jurisdiction, everything done under it was null and 
void: the manager in consequence was ab initio a mere tres- 
— and, if they chose to call him to account on that 
ooting, liable for conversion of the respondent’s goods upon 
the principle laid down in Smith v. Baker (L. R. 8 O. P. 350; 
see i Hollins v. Fowler, L. R. 7 H. L. 757), Further, it was 
argued that, even if the manager had not been guilty of a 
wrongful interference and was not strictly a trespasser, yet he 
was, in the words of Lord Bowen, in the position of a man who 
has expended time and money to preserve and benefit the 
property of another without his request, an expenditure which 
does not create any lien upon the property saved or benefited, 
nor create any obligation to repay it: Fulcke v. Scottish Insurance 
Co. (34 Ch. D., at p. 248). 

It is scarcely too much to say that, if this line of reasonin 
had prevailed with the court, the position of a manager appoint 


by the court, always burdensome, would have become intolerable, 
He could never be sure that the decision which gave rise to hig 
appointment might not be reversed on appeal, with the result 
that he would be personally responsible to account ag 4 
trespasser without any right to an indemnity against the assets, 
That he would not have an indemnity against the court is clear, 
since, as has been pointed out, he is not the agent of the court, 
Nor could he claim to be indemnified against the persons at 
whose instance he was appointed, whether, as in this case, 
petitioning creditors, or anyone else, such as debenture. 
holders or other incumbrancers, since in ordinary cases he is in 
no sense their agent, but, as has been pointed out, is the officer 
of the court, and in taking the position accepts personal 
responsibility. Fortunately the court detected the insidions 
nature of the argument, and the far-reaching effect of any 
such decision, and reverted to the broad and well-established 
principle that a manager, as officer of the court, is always 
entitled to be indemnified out of theassets. ‘‘ Even if the order 
appointing the receiver had been made without jurisdiction,” 
said the Master of the Rolls, “yet the court would never allow 
its officer to pay more than the balance due from him on 
taking the account.” . 

It should, finally, be noticed that in taking such account only 
auch expenditure will be allowed out of the assets as has been 
incurred in the fair discharge of the manager’s duty, having 
regard to the character of the business and the object with 
which he is appointed. The contracts he enters into must not 
be of a speculative nature (Zaylor v. Neate, supra), nor must he 
make speculative payments (He Mersey Railway Co., 64 L. J. Ch, 
628, where costs of Bill promoting were disallowed). But, with 
these limitations, it may now be said that a receiver and 
manager, or any special manager — by the court, will 
always be entitled to the fullest indemnity out of the assets in 
priority to all other claims. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
CORNWALL v. HENSON. No. 2. 30th May. 


VenpoR AND PurcHaseR—PaymMent BY InsTALMENTS—FAILuRE 10 Pay 
Last InstatmMent—Acrs AMOUNTING TO REPUDIATION oF CoNnTRACT— 
DamaceEs. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J. (reported 
48 W. R. 42). ape agreement dated the 11th of August, 1892, the 
plaintiff agreed to purchase from the defendant 5} acres of land at 
Pitsea, in Essex, for £150. The purchase-money was to be payable 
by quarterly instalments of £9 3s. 4d. each, and interest at the rate of 3 
per cent. on the principal remaining unpaid was to be paid with each 
instalment. On default of payment, the whole of the remaining instal- 
ments were to become due and payable, but the vendor agreed, on the 
application of the purchaser, that he would grant an extension of time at 
an increase of interest to be determined by both parties. The plaintiff 
was let into possession of the land under the agreement and cultivated it 
for some time, but did not make it pay. The plaintiff was generally in 
arrear with payment of the instalments, and from time to time the defendant 
allowed a postponement, interest being charged at the rate of 5 per cent. 
The last instalment paid by the plaintiff became due on the 24th of June, 1895, 
and was paid with interest on the 27th of August, 1895. This left only one in- 
stalment due, but from August, 1895, no further payment was made by the 
plaintiff tothe defendant. There was considerable correspondence between 
the plaintiff and defendant. The defendant requested the plaintiff to pay, 
but did not in any letter express an intention of treating the contract at an 
end if default continued to be made. Towards the end of 1896 the plaintiff 
went away, and letters addressed to him by the defendant were returned 
to the defendant through the Dead Letter Office. Inquiries made by the 
defendant at former addresses and from the plaintiff’s relations led to no. 
result. The land was in a derelict state, and rates and tithe were unpaid. 
The land was not worth the total amount of instalments paid by the 
plaintiff. Under these circumstances the defendant took possession and 
advertised the cogently for sale, but not being able to effect a sale, on the 
7th of March, Tso , he agreed to let the property to a Mr. Burns, with 
liberty to erect a house, and with the option to purchase at any time 
during the term. Burns erected a house, and was still in possession at the 
trial of the action. The plaintiff now reappeared, and on the 13th of J -_ 
1898, he wrote to the defendant that he was prepared ‘‘ to make the fi 

instalment and settlement of tHe ground purchase.”” Correspondence took 
place, but nothing resulted from it, and on the 13th of July, 1898, the 
plaintiff commenced this action, claiming specific performance of the 
agreement of August, 1892, and damages instead of or in addition to 
specific performance, or alternatively damages for breach of contract and 
repayment of the panne interest. Uozens-Hardy, J., dis- 








missed the action on the ground that the conduct of the plaintiff amounted 
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to a repudiation of the contract. The plaintiff appealed. On the hearing 
of the appeal it was admitted that the plaintiff wo not entitled to specific 
ormance, and the only question was whether he could recover damages. 

a Court (Wzxster, M.R., and Riesy and Co.irms, L.JJ.) allowed the 
* gBsTER, M.R.—If I could come to the same conclusion on the facts as 
the learned judge in the court below, I should think his judgment right; 
but I cannot take the same view of the facts. I do not on the facts 
that the learned judge was justified in coming to the conclusion that the 
purchaser has abandoned his contract. There is a long correspondence, 
and it is plain that the vendor never brought it to the mind of the 
purchaser so long as they were in communication, ‘‘If you do not pay 
this instalment, I shall treat this contract as void.” Indeed, for eighteen 
months after default the defendant wrote to the plaintiff claiming payment 
of this last instalment, which only amounted to £10, on the basis of the 
contract. I cannot find any evidence of any intention on the part of the 

intiff to abandon his contract, or of any sufficient notice by the 

fendant to the —— that if the last instalment were not paid within 
a specified time, the contract must be treated as at anend. I think we 
should be pressing the law very hard if we were to say that the plaintiff 
has forfeited his property by failing to pay a single instalment of less than 
£10. The defendant is not justified the way he has dealt with the 
property, and he is liable in damages, which we are asked to assess, and 
we think justice will be done by awarding the plaintiff £125. 

Ricsy and Ooxuiws, L.JJ., delivered ju ents to the same effect.— 
CounseL, Astbury, Q.C., and Greenwood; F. son. Soxicrrors, Bdwin, 
Son, § Edgley ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for J. H. Mitchell, Worthing. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriznuine, Barnster-at-Law.] . 
Re DIXON. HEYNES v. DIXON. No. 2. 17th, 21st, 22nd, and 31st May. 


Hvspanp AND Wire—Loan tro Hvuspanp or Separate Prorgrtry—Bonp 
to Secure Loan—Breacn or ConpiT1Ion—InTerEst FROM DaTE oF 
Breach—Damaces—4 & 5 Annz, c. 16, ss. 12, 13—Srarvre or Lirra- 
tions, 1833 (3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 42, s. 5). 


By a settlement dated the Ist of October, 1847, and made on the 
intended marriage (which was afterwards solemnized) of Thomas Dixon 
and Jeane Heynes, certain real estate was conveyed to trustees upon 
trust for sale and for re-investment of the Bawse: on real or personal 
scurity, and upon further trust to pay the income to the wife for 
life for her sole and separate use; ol after her death to the husband 
for life; and after the death of the survivor upon certain ultimate 
trusts. It was also provided that no investment or change of invest- 
ment should be made during the lives of Thomas Dixon and Jane 
Heynes, or the life of the survivor of them, without first obtaining his or 
her consent in writing. The said real estate was ultimately sold, and the 
proceeds thereof amounted to the sum of £1,928 odd. By a memorandum 
in writing dated the 12th of February, 1852, the said Jane Heynes 
author the trustees of the settlement to lend this sum of £1,928 to her 
husband, Thomas Dixon, upon his giving them a bond conditioned for 
repayment of the said sum with interest thereon at the rate of £4 per cent. 
perannum. The trustees accordingly lent the said sum to Thomas Dixon, 
and received from him in return a bond by which he bound himself, his 
heirs, executors, and administrators, in the pees sum of £3,856 odd, the 
condition of the bond being that the same should be void on payment to 
the trustees of the said sum of £1,928 with interest thereon at 4 per cent. 

annum on the 13th of August then next. The said Thomas Dixon 
never paid the said sum of £1,928 nor any interest thereon. The 
said Thomas Dixon and Jane Heynes lived together in amity till the 
latter's death in 1876. Thomas Dixon died in 1896, having appointed the 
defendants the executors of his will. The present action was commenced 
for the administration of the testator’s estate by the present trustees of the 
settlement, and the. plaintiffs claimed payment of the sum of £1,928 
with interest thereon at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum from the 
date of the testator’s death. Byrne, J., decided at the trial of the action 
on the 8th of August, 1899, (1) that the hand to pay and to receive the 
interest being the same, no payment was necessary, and, therefore, that 
the Statute of Limitations did not run, and that the bond was still in 
existence ; (2) ‘‘ that interest is payable as interest and not as 
under a bond having a condition of defeasance to make void the same 
upon payment of a lesser sum at a day or place certain, even although no 
express mention of interest is made in the bond; and that there was no 
just reason for holding that the amount of interest recoverable was 
diminished by reason only of the bond being conditioned for payment of 
principal and interest up to or at a certain date.”” From this decision 
the defendants now appealed, and it was argued on their behalf (1) that 
on the condition of the bond being broken, the sum of £1,928 with 
interest thereon at 4 per cent. up to the 13th of August, 1852, became 
immediately recoverable, but that anything in the nature of interest after 
the 13th of August, 1852, was recoverable, if at all, only in the form of 
ges, for there was no provision in the bond for interest after that 
date : Cooke v. Fowler (L. R. 7 H. L. 27), Cameron v. Smith (2 B. & A. 305), 
Re Roberts (14 Ch. D, 49), Foster v. Weston (6 Bing. 709), Hogan v. Page 
(L Bos. & P. 337); (2) that enyhow the claim was barred by the Statute 
of Limitations, Stone v. Stone (18 W. R. 225, L. R.5 Ch. 74), Mills v. Borth- 
wick (13 W. R. 707), Re Hawes (41 W. R. 173), Re Flamank (40 Ch. D. 461), 
end similar ca: es, being all distinguishable ; (3) that this was also a claim 
against the estate of a dead person, and the onus of shewing that the debt 
still subsisted was on the ré«pondents : Re Finch (23 Ch. D. 267), Re Hodgson 
(81 Ch. D. 177), Fladong v. Winter (19 Ves. 196). The respondents, on the 
contrary, contended (1) that interest was recoverable as such even after the 
13th of August, 1852: Bonafous v. Rybot (3 Burr. 1370), Farquhar v. Morris 
(7 T. R. 124), Walters v. Meredith (3 Y. & O. 264); (2) that the debt was not 
Statute barred : Caton v. Rideout (1 Mac. & G 599), Coxwell v. Franklinksky 





(12 W. R. 1072), Spickernell v. Hotham (2 W. R. 638, 1 Kay 669), Soar v. 
Ashwell (42 W. R. 165 ; 1893, 2 Q. B. 390), Amos v. Smith (1 H. & C. 238). 
Tur Covrr (Wesster, M.R., Ricsy and Coins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 
"ieee, L.J.—As it hag been argued that a bond within 4 & 5 Anne, c. 
16, s. 13, does not carry interest properly so called, but that damages -_ 
can be recovered for non-payment of the secured sum, it may be wo 
while to state the grounds which shew such argument to have no founda- 
tion. The Court of Chancery gave relief in cases of penalty and forfeiture 
for non-payment of a fixed sum on a day certain, on the ciple that the 
failure to pay on a certain day could be compensated ently by pay 
ment of principal and interest with costs at a subsequent day. The 
explanation given by Macclesfield, L.C., in Peachy v. Duke of Somerset (1 Stra. 
447, at p. 453) bas always been received as correct. In Reynolds v. Pitt (19 
Ves. 134) Eldon, L.C., states the same doctrine, though only after grave 
doubts which make his ultimate decision of all the more value. In the 
same case he mentions, as the earliest we authority, the very 
remarkable case of Cage v. Russell (2 Ventr. 352). Of course, as the pay- 
ment of interest was due to the doctrine of the court, it was altogether 
unimportant whether or not interest was mentioned in the original 
contract. In the special case of a money bond with a penalty the court 
therefore held that the true intent of the penalty was to secure 
payment, with or without interest, of the principal money on the day 
ed, and that non-payment was to be compensated for by payment ata 
subsequent day with interest down to the date of payment. This subse- 
quent interest was therefore held to be due upon the bond, though not 
mentioned therein. It was, of course, necessary in a large class of cases, 
including all except those where the penalty was intended to secure a 
money payment only, to call in a jury to ascertain damages with a view to 
relief from forfeiture. Cases of this kind were very numerous—e.g., Sloman 
v. Walter (1 Bro. C. C. 418), and in this case the court directed an issue of 
quantum damnijicatus, and on the return of the issue relieved from forfeiture 
on payment of damages and costs. It might have been expected that 
anyone endeavouring to shew that damages only are recoverable for 
breach of an agreement to make a money payment would have produced 
some instance of an issue guantum indemnificatus directed in such case. But 
the authorities actually referred to are uniformly opposed to the contention. 
The statute 4 & 5 Anne, c. 16, ss. 12 and 13, recognized and confirmed the 
doctrine of the Court of Chancery in the case of bonds with a ty, and 
thenceforth the doctrine became binding on the common law courts. 
Passing by the weighty and authoritative remarks of Mansfield, L.C., in 
Bonafous v. Rybot, we come to the case of Farquhar v. Morris, before 
Kenyon, C.J. The court, —— the jurisdiction which, before the 
statute of Anne, had been exclusively vested in the Court of Chancery, 
made the precise order which the Court of Chancery would have made— 
ie., they referred it to a master to compute principal, interest, and 
costs. In this case there was no mention of interest in the bond. 
In Cameron v. Smith and Foster v. Weston the court, in refusing a claim for 
interest, and not damages, expressly pointed out, as a reason for refusing 
the relief sought for, that the instruments there sued upon were not bonds. 
That seems to me to be equivalent to saying “‘It is notorious that in 
respect of a bond within the statute, interest is chargeable, but that 
is not the case here.” In Amos v. Smith the court assumed as plain 
that on a bond within the statute interest was ble. am 
unable to see the relevancy of the cases cited for purpose of 
shewing that interest beyond the amount of the penalty is not recover- 
able. As to the second point, in Amos v. Smith it was held that receipts 
given by a wife, entitled for her separate use to the interest on a bond 
payable by her husband, were sufficient evidence of payment of interest 
on the bond to take the case out of the Statute of Limitations. 
Here the question is whether there is anything which a court of equity 
would hold to be equivalent to the receipts given by the wife in Amos v. 
Smith. Now, in equity, when a wife living in amity with her husband 
allows him to retain money which she might have insisted on having paid 
to her for her separate use, she is to be assumed to have given to him 
all arrears of income. Caton v. Rideout this proposition. No 
presumption, however, of an agreement to give the husband future income 
arises. In this case the wife might, had she been so minded, have main- 
tained by her next friend a suit against her husband and the trustees of 
the settlement to enforce peas to her of the interest on the bond. To 
such an action there would bave been no defence. The appeal must be 
dismissed with costs. 

Wesster, M.R., and Corus, L.J., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counset, Levett, Q.C., and Baker; Haldane, Q.C., and Chris. 
James. Soxicrrors, Fallows § Rider ; Thos. White & Sons. 

[Reported by J. E. Mornis, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


MANCHESTER SHIP CANAL CO. v. MANCHESTER RACECOURSE CO. 
(LIM.) AND TRAFFORD PARK ESTATES (LIM.). Farwell, J. 29th 
and 30th May. 

Venpor AND PurcnaseR—Contract—“ Fiest Rervsat ’’—Insuncrion. 
Action for a declaration that the defendants the Manchester Racecourse 
Co. were not entitled to enter into a contract for the sale of the lands 
forming the Manchester Racecourse to the other defendants, and for an 
injunction to restrain them from carrying the oo into effect. The 
racecourse lies w the bank of the plaintiffs’ canal, and adjoins the 
property of the defendants Trafford Park Estates (Limited). By a con- 
uract dated the 7th of March, 1893, which was entered into by the plaintiffs 
and the defendants the meee Saar for the purpose of com- 
promising certain disputes between them, the racecourse company con- 
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tracted that ‘‘If and whenever the lands and hereditaments belonging to 
the racecourse company and now used as a racecourse shall cease to be 
used as a racecourse, or should the aforesaid lands and hereditaments 
be at any time proposed to be used for dock purposes, then and 
in either of such cares the racecourse company shall give to the 
canal company the first refusal of the aforesaid lands and heredita- 
ments en bloc.’ This agreement wa3 scheduled to the Manchester 
Ship Canal (Surplus Lands) Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. lxxiii.). On 
the 10th of August, 1899, the racecourse company were informed of 
the plaintiffs’ intention to apply to Parliament for power to acquire the 
racecouree for dock purposes, and as a result of negotiations which followed 
the racecourse company wrote to the plaintiffs and offered to sell the 
racecourse to them for £350,000 upon certain conditions, asking in the 
alternative what was the highest price which the plaintiffs were prepared 
to pay for the racecourse. ‘The plaintiffs, in their reply, neither accepted 
this offer nor mentioned any other terms, and the racecourse company 
then declared that the negotiations were at an end, and that they con- 
sidered themselves at liberty to deal with the property as they thougat 
fit. On the 22nd of December, 1899, the racecourse company entered into 
an agreement with the Trafford Park Co. to sell to them the racecourse 
in question for £280,000 ; but this agreement was expressed to be made 
subject to the rights of the plaintiffs, and it provided that the racecourse 
company should have the option of acquiring a racecourse on the property 
of the Trafford Park Oo. For the plaintiffs it was contended that the 
statute of 1893 had made the agreement of the 7th of March, 1893, valid 
and binding. The plaintiffs had under the agreement an interest in the 
land (Willmott v. Barber, 15 Ch. D. 96; London and South-Western Railway 
Co. v. Gomm, 20 Ch. D. 562) which consisted in their right to acquire at a 
reasonable price—that is, that offered by any other would-be purchaser. 
The defendants replied that the agreement was void for remoteness and 
uncertainty ; that it was not proved that either of the conditions precedent 
to the arising of the right of first refusal had been fulfilled; that if they 
had, an offer of the first refusal had really been made; and whatever the 
rights of the plaintiffs were, the sale had been made subject to, and was 
therefore no infringement of, them. 

Farwsatt, J., after stating the facts, continued as follows: I have first to 
consider the effect of the Act of 1893. In form this makes the agreement 
valid and binding, but it bas been argued that it merely gives the 
companies powers to enter into a contract, by providing them with a 
capacity which they had not before. This view seems to me to invulve a 
reductio ad absurdum. The Legislature has power to do whatever it 
thinks fit, and I cannot hold that it would so stultify itself as to give 
persons power to make an agreement which would then be void. It has 
said in terms that it makes the agreement valid and binding. I adopt the 
view expressed by Jessel, M.R., in Sevenoaks, Maidstone, and Tunbridge 
Railway Co. v. Iondon, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co, (11 Ch. D. 625), that 
the ordinary doctrine as regards remoteness is, that contracts shall not be 
held void if it is possible to make them mean something intelligible. 
There is here not merely an agreement, the performance of which might 
be waived by the parties, but a statutory obligation which might be 
enforced by the Attorney-General I am, therefore, in the position that 
the Legislature has +aid that the agreemznt is valid and binding, and as 
such [ have to construe it. No objection as regards perpetuities was raised 
to clause 3; and having regard to Londm and South-Western Railway Co. v. 
Gomm, the words must be construed so as to give an interest in the land as 
sim lar as possible to that given in that case. In that case it was a right 
to purchase at a fixed price; here it is a right to purchase at a price as 
high as, or higher than, that agreed to be paid by any other purchaser. 
There are two alternative conditions precedent stated in the contract 
for the arising of the right of purchase. The first of these is clearly not 
fulfilled ; the second is, “if and whenever the land is proposed to 
be used for dock purpos:s.’’ It has been argued that this meane 
proposed by the racecourse company, its successors or assigns. But the 
clause is in general terms, and in my opinion the proposal may be that of 
the plaintiffs, and it is the fact that the plaintiffs do so propose to use 
the land, and consequently one of the conditions precedent is fulfilled. 
Then comes the question, What is meant by “first refusal’?? To my 
mind a refusal implies an offer, and the offer contemplated by the agree- 
ment is an offer at a cash price which someone else is prepared to give. 
In my opinion no such offer has ever been made to the plaintiffs. The 
offer made by the Trafford Park Co. to the racecourse company was one 
which the plaintiffs could never have made. It bas been argued that the 
court had nothing to with the Trafford Park Co., but as the plaintiffs have 
an interest in the land the court has jurisdiction to interfere. I shall 
grant injunctions (1) to restrain the racecourse company from selling the 
racecourse to any person or company without first offe it to the 
plaintiffs at the same cash price as the intending purchaser is willing t» 
give; and (2) to restrain the defendants from carrying out their present 

ent until such an offer has been made.—OCounset, Moulton, Q.C., 
, Q.0., and Leigh Clare ; Warmington, Q.C., Hughes, Q.C., and A. L. 
Ellis; Upjohn, Q.C., and Stuart Smith. Soutcrrors, Grundy, Kershaw, 
Samson, § Co.; L. Widdrington Byrne, for Taylor, Kirkman, & Co., Man- 
chester ; Ashwell, Browning, § Tutin, for Ashwell & Tutin, Nottingham. 
[Reported by J. F. Iszris, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
DBIEFONTEIN CONSOLIDATED MINES (LIM.) ». JANSON. Mathew, J. 
; 1st June. 
Insvrnasce—War—Cartvre Previovsty To Dectaration oy War— 
Seizure wy A Power or Prorerty or irs own Svunszcrs. 
This was an action to recover a loss under an om policy of insurance on 
at and from the plaintiff's mines near Johannesburg to the United 








Kingdom. The policy, which contained the usual capture clause, was 
effected with the defendant and others, underwriters at Lloyd’s. On the 
2nd of October, 1899, gold which had been declared under the policy, and 
which was in course of transit by rail from Johannesburg to the Oape, wag 
seized at Vereeniging by officials of the Transvaal Government, acting 
under orders. The plaintiffs alleged that the gold was lost through perils 
insured against—viz., by seizure or theft by the agents of the Transvaal 
Government. The defendants denied liability on the policy, for ressuns 
which were thus formulated in the points of defence: ‘‘ The plaintiffs ure 
a limited liability company incorporated according to the laws of, and 
domiciled within the territories of, the present South African Republic, 
and are alien enemies of her Majesty, and the loss, if by any peril insured 
against, was by an arrest, restraint or detainment by the government of 
the present South African Republic, incidental to actual or expected 
hostilities against her Majesty, und made for a purpose connected there- 
with—namely, to supply the said government with funds with which 
to levy war upon her Majesty as they were then purposing, and 
shortly afterwards proceeded to do, whereby the plaintiffs’ claim 
herein is for an indemnity which is contrary to public policy, and is 
altogether barred, and cannot be maintained.”’ It was agreed that for the 
purposes of the action the Blue Books issued by the government of this 
country were to be treated as containing all the material evidence, and 
also that the case was to be dealt with as if the action had been brought 
after the conclusion of the war. 

Maruew, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said that the 
Transvaal Government had issued an ultimatum to this couutry on the 9th of 
October announcing that if certain demands were not complied with, the 
conduct of the British Government would be treated as a declaration of war 
on the 11th of October. It was said on behalf of the defendant that the 
Transvaal Government were on the 2nd of October resolved to go to war, 
and that the seizure of the gold on that day was made with the object of 
obtaining the means of prosecuting the war effectively ; that the seizure 
was therefore like an attack actually made by a belligerent upon enemy’s 
territory. His lordship was clear that there was no state of war on the 
2nd of October (see Hall’s International Law (4th ed.), p. 63), and there 
was no evidence of the existence on the 2nd of October of an intention to 
settle the dispute by force, and in these circumstances the seizure was nota 
hostile act. en it was argued that the proclamation of war on the 11th of 
October dated back to the seizure on the 2nd of October, with the same 
result as if the seizure had been made made after war had been declared. In 
support of this contention, The Herstelder (1 C. Rob. 113) and The Boedes Lust 
(5 C. Rob. 233) were cited. The case was said to resemble that of an 
embargo laid on alien ships followed bya declaration of war, in which case 
the embargo would become a capture. There was, however, no analogy 
between the two cases. In an embargo the property remained in the 
owner’s hands, but here the gold was taken from the plaintiffs’ control by 
seizure in invitum. The authorities cited related to the acts of a bellig- 
erent, and threw no light on this case, where the seizure was by the 
Transvaal Government of the property of its own subjects. There wasno 
authority for the supposed doctrine of the relation back from the date of 
the declaration of war to the date of the seizure. There was a further 
ground of defence raised, that, even if the original seizure was not an act 
of war, and that a right of action arose as soon as the capture was made, 
the subsequent war extinguished the liability of the underwriters. The 
principle contended for was that any contract which operated to protect 
the enemy’s property from the calamities of war was against public policy 
and illegal, and im support of the principle the following cases were cited : 
Furtado v. Rogers (3 B. & P. 191), Kellner v. Le Mesurier (4 East 396), 
Gamba v. Le Mesurier (ibid., 407), Brandon v. Curling (ibid., 409), Duer on 
Insurance, vol. 1, p. 414. No doubt it was the law that insurances on 
ships by English underwriters against English capture was illegal. On 
the grounds stated in the earlier cases, to permit such insurances would 
obviously be repugnant to the interests of the state. Oapture was 
intended to defeat and weaken the resources of the enemy, and 
the contract of indemnity would frustrate that purpose. It was contended 
that this principle should be extended to include the present case, and that 
an exception chould be written into this policy—viz., the exception of 
capture by a belligerient government of the property of its own subjects. 
There was no authority for that contention, and it was obvious that it 
could not arise when the war was over, on which footing this case was to 
be treated. The supposed principle would wholly override the well-known 
rule of law that when both the contract of indemnity was entered into and 
the loss occurred before the commencement of hostilities the declaration of 
war only suspended the remedy while the war lasted: Flinat v. Waters (15 
East 260), Alcinous v. Nigreu (4 E. & B. 217), Duer on Insurance, vol. 1, p. 
434. All the grounds of defence therefore failed. With regard to a point 
raised by the plaintiffs, that the plaintiff company was not an alien enemy 
on the Arce that the majority of the shareholders were not Transvaal 
subjects, his lordship held that the company, being incorporated under the 
Transvaal law, must be treated as a Transvaal subject, and it was clear 
from the decision of Story, J., in Society for the Propagation of the Gospel v. 
Wheeler (2 Gall. 104), that a company might be treatedsas an alien enemy. 
Judgment for the plaiotiffs.—Counset, Lawson Walton, Q.0., Carver, Q.C., 
and Serutton ; Joseph Walton, Q.0., Lord Robert Cecil, Q.C., and J. A. Hamil- 
ton. Soxtcrrons, W. A. Crump § Son; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 

{Reported by F. O. Ropinsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 
HAWKINS AND OTHERS v. GOOD AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF THE 
BOROUGH OF BRIDGWATER. Div. Court. 22nd May. 


Licensinc—Reneswat—GeneraL AnnvaL Licensinc Mertinc—Procerp- 
1ncs Wuere no Notice or Orrosirion—Ossection Mave at GENERAL 
AnnvaL Licensino Megerrno —Lacensine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 94), 
8. 42. 

This was a case stated by the justices of the county of Somerset in 
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quarter sessions. It involved a question under section 42 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, which provides as follows: ‘‘ Where a licensed m applies 
for the renewal of his licence the following provisions shall have effect : 
(l) He need not attend in percon at the general annual li ing meeting 
unless he is required by the licensing justices so to attend; (2) the justices 
shall not entertain any objection to the renewal of such licence, or take any 
evidence with respect to the renewal thereof, unless written notice of an inten- 
tion to oppose the renewal of such licence has been served on such holder not 
less than seven days before the commencement of the general annual licensing 
meeting, provided that the licensing justices may, notwithstanding that no 
notice has been given, on an objection being mae, adjourn the granting of 
any licence to a future day, and require the attendance of the holder of the 
licence on such day, when the case will be heard and the objection 
considered, as if the notice hereinbefore prescribed had been given 
.. . -’ Section 26 of the Licensing Act, 1874, provides inter alia 
as follows: ‘* A notice of an intention to oppose the renewal of a licence 
served under section 42 of the principal Act shall not be valid unless it 
states in genersl terms the grounds on which the renewal of such licence 
is to be opposed.’’ The appellant Hawkins was the tenant of a beerhouse 
known as ‘‘ The Mariners’ Uompass,’’ in Bridgwater, which was licensed 
as such prior to the let of May, 1869, for consumption on the premises. 
Prior to the general annual licensing meeting for Bridgwater of 
1899, which was held on the 28th of August, no notice of objection to the 
renewal of the licence of the beerhouse had been served on the appellant 
and he did not attend the meeting, nor was he requested to do so. 
At the meeting the head constable for Bridgwater presented his annual 
report (which was read in open court) as to offences committed by licensed 
victuallers in and about licensed premises during the year. In the report 
was the following : * {t is my pleasure to report a decrease in the 
charges of drunkenness during the year, and also that the licensed houses 
generally have been well conducted, but I respectfully ask that the renewal 
of the licence of theMariners’ Compass beerhouse, Saint Mary-street, may be 
withheld until the adjourned meeting.’’ No objection to the renewal was 
in fact then made, and no ground of objection then stated. The justices 
thereupon directed the matter to stand over until the 25th of September 
following. ‘n the 7th of September, 1899, two summonses were issued 
agaiust Hawkins, the one for permitting his licensed premises to be the 
resort of prostitutes on the 26th of August, 1899, and the other for 
permitting the licensed premises to be a brothel on the 2nd of September, 
1899. The fact that the justices had directed the matter to stand 
over was personally brought to Hawkins’ notice a day or two after 
the 28th of August, 1899, and he was at the same time told that the 
ee ateined in the summonses would be preferred against him. 
Hawkins was convicted on the first of the two summonses on the 18th of 
September, and the conviction was ordered to be endorsed on the licence. 
Tae second summons was withdrawn. On the 2lst of September the 
justices served on Hawkins a notice requiring him to attend at the 
adjourned annual licensing meeting if he intended to apply for the 
renewal of his licence. At the adjourned annual licensing mceting the 
head constable objected to the renewal of the licence, and Hawkins, 
who attended with his solicitor, objected that the justices had no juris- 
diction to entertain any objection to the renewal on the ground (1) that no 
notice in writing of objection to the renewal or of intention to oppose the 
renewal had been served upon him as required by section 42 of the 
Act of 1872 ; (2) that no notice in writing of the grounds of objection had been 
served upon him as required by section 26 of the Licensing Act of 1874, 
taken in conjunction with the previous Act; and (3) that no objection to 
the renewal of the licence was made at the general annual licensing 
meeting on the 28th of August within the meaning of the proviso of 
tection 42 (2) of the first mentioned Act. The justices overruled Hawkins’ 
objection, and having heard the evidence, refused to renew the licence. 
The appellants appealed to the quarter sessions, who dismissed the appeal 
subject to this case, the question for the opinion of the court being whether 
the request of the head constable that the renewal of the licence should be 
postponed was an objection within the proviso of. section 42 (2) of the 
Licensing Act, which, coupled with the notice to Hawkins to attend at the 
adjourned meeting, conferred jurisdiction on the justices to hear the 
objection at the adjourned meeting without other notice of objection or 
of the grounds of objection. It was contended on behalf of the appellants 
that no objection was made at the general annual licensing meeting, and 
that such an objection was a condition precedent to the operation of the 
proviso. Reg. v. Justices of Merthyr Tydvil (14 Q. B. D. 584) was referred to. 

Tue Court (Rrotey and Bicuam, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Ruviey, J., said that he had come to the conclusion that an objection was 
made at the general annual licensing meeting within the meaning of the 
proviso of section 42 (2) of the Licensing Act, 1872. No formal objection 
Was made in the sense that someone got up and said, ‘I object to the 
tenewal of this licence”? ; but, upon the head constable requesting the 
justices to postpone the granting of the licence, they treated that as an 
objection, and, acting under the section, they adjourned the granting of 
the licence. .That was the way, too, in which the head cunstatle regarded 
the matter, though he had not then made up his mind as to the course he 
thould adopt, because he was waiting for the result of the proceedings 
about to be taken against Hawkins. The correct view, therefore, of what 

Place was that an objection was duly made, and, the rest of the 
proceedings being in order, they must hold that the Act had been com- 
plied with, and the justices had jurisdiction to hear the objection. 

Bicuam, J., said that in his opinion an objection was made before the 
justices at the general annual licensing meeting. The effect of what 
the head constable did was to object to that being done on that day which 
could otherwise have been done—that is to say, the granting of a renewal 
of the licence. What was that but an objection? Further, the justices 

it as an objection, for they did that which had to be done if an 





objection was made. They adjourned the granting of the licence, and 
required the attendance of the applicant at the adjourned meeting. This 
they did in order that they might comply with section 42. They would 
fritter away the provisions of the Act if they were to hold that this was 
not an objection. It was intended to be such, and was acted on by the 
justices as such.—Counset, Foote, Q.0., F. E. Weatherley, and Hayth orne 
Reed; Duke, Q.C, and D. Metcalfe. Sortcrrors, Prideaux § Sons, for 
Charles E. Hagon, Bridgwater; Prior, Church, § Adams, for W. Brice, 
Bridgwater. 
[ Reported by C. G. Witsrauan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHERRARD v. GASCOIGNE. Div. Court. 30th May. 


Grounp GAME—AGREEMENT BY OccurieR Nort to Kitt—VAa.ipity—Grovunp 
Game Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 47) s. 3. 


This case was referred to the court to decide a we point of law 
raised upon the pleadings. The statement of claim alleged that in 
January, 1895, the plaintiff became, and had since continued to be, the 
tenant to the defendant of two farms in Yorkshire; that during the 
negotiations for the tenancy the defendant’s agent represented to the 
plaintiff that the defendant was devoted to shooting, and, with a view to 
mduce the plaintiff to leave the ground game on the farms unshot and 
undisturbed for the defendant’s benefit, the agent, in the defendant’s 
behalf, promised that in the event of the plaintiff so doing, the defendant 
would compensate the plaintiff for ali damage done to tae plaintiff’s 
crops by the ground game; that the plaintiff was indu by the 
said promise to accept the tenancy, and during the year 1898, in 
reliance upon and induced by the said promise, allowei the ground 
game on the farms to go unshot and undisturbed for the benefit of 
the defendant, who ultimately shot over the farms; and that the 
growing crops of the plaintiff were damaged by the ground game. 
The defendant pleaded that the agreement alleged in the statement of 
claim, if made, was void by virtue of section 3 of the Ground Game Act, 
1880. This was the preliminary point of law to be decided. Section 1 of the 
Ground Game Act, 1880, declares that ‘‘ every occupier of land shall have 
as incident to and inseparable from his occupation of the land the right to 
kill and take ground | poe thereon, concurrently with any other person who 
may be entitled to kill and take ground game on the same land,’’ and sec- 
tion 3 provides that ‘‘ every agreement, condition, or arrangement which 
purports to divest or alienate the right of the occupier as declared, given, and 
reserved to him by this Act, or which gives to such occupier any advantage 
in consideration of his forbearing to exercise such right, or imposes upon 
him any disadvantage in consequence of his exercising such right, shall 
be void.” In support of the defendant’s plea Anderson v. Vicary 
(1899, 2 Q. B. 437) was cited. On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended 
that the agreement was divisible, and that that part of it by which the 
defendant undertook to compensate the plaintiff for damage done to his 
crops was good. 

ne Covrr (Darniinc and Bucxni1, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
defendant and dismissed the action. 

Dax.1neG, J., said that the alleged agreement was one which purported 
to alienate the right of the occupier to kill and take the ground game, aud 
it also purported to give him an advantage in consideration of his for- 

ing to exercise that right. It came within the words of the Act, and 
the whole agreement was, therefore, absolutely void. 

Bucknit, J., concurred.—CovunseL, Scott For, Q.C., and H. 7. Kemp ; 
Macaskie and C. Walsh. Soxtcrrors, Williamson § Son, for Perkin § Perkin, 
York; Vincent § Vincent, for North § Sons, Leeds. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsrauan, Barrister-at-Law.1 





*,* In the report last week (ante, p. 502) of Born v. Turner, it should 
have been stated that Mr. Alfred Slater, of No. 70, Finsbury-pavement, 
London, was solicitor for the defendants in the action and in the third 
party proceedings. In the Honours List in the same issue Mr. Slater is 
described as ‘‘ of Leeds,”’ following, we believe, the official list forwarded 
to us. Mr. Slater does not practise at Leeds. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
LONDON GOVERNMENT ACT, 1899. 


Privy Council Office, Whitehall, May 15, 1900. 
Notice is hereby given that her Majesty in Council was this day pleased 


to approve of the following Orders which have been made under the pro- 
visions of the above-mentioned Act: (l) Orders constituting the metro- 
litan boroughs respectively of Battersea, Bermondsey, Bethnal Green, 
berwell, Chelsea, Deptford, Finsbury, Fulham, Greenwich, Hackney, 
Hammersmith, Hampstead, Holborn, Islington, Kensington, Lambeth, 
Lewisham, Paddington, a St. Marylebone, St. Pancras, Shoreditch, 
Southwark, Stepney, Stoke Newington, Wandsworth, Westminster, 
Woolwich. (2) Urders fixing the number and boundaries of the wards, 
and the number of councillors assigned thereto, of the metropolitan 
boroughs respectively of —- Green, Camberwell, Chelsea, 
Deptford, Fulham, Greenwich, Hammersmith, Hampstead, Islington, 
Kensington, Lambeth, Poplar, St. Marylebone, St. Pancras, Shoreditch, 
Southwark, Wandsworth. (3) Orders dealing with detached parts of 
cece entitled (I.) the London (St. George, Hanover-square, Detached) 
rder in Council, 1900; (II.) the London (Chelsea Detached) Order in 
Council, 1900 ; (II1.) the London (Clerkenwell Detached) Order in Council, 
1900; (IV.) the London (St. Andrew, Holborn, and in-in-the- 
Fields Detached) Order in Council, 1900; (V.) the London (Clapham 
Detached) Order in Council, 1900; (VI.) the London (Mitcham Detached) 
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Order in Council, 1900; (VII.) the London (Putney Detached) Order in 
Council, 1900 ; (VIII.) the London (Streatham Detached) Order in Council, 
1900; and (4) two orders entitled the London (Penge) Order in Council, 
1900, and the London (South Hornsey) Order in Council, 1900. Copies of 
any of the above-mentioned Orders in Council can be obtained, on pay- 
ment, at Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, East Harding-street, Fleet-street, 
E.C. (London Gazette, June 5, 1900). 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the Law Students’ Debating Society was held at 
the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 8th of May, 1900, Mr. W. 
Arnold Jolly in the chair, when the following members were elected 
officers for the ensuing session—viz., Treasurer, Mr. W. Arnold Jolly; 
joint secretaries, Mr. E. T. Close and Mr. Frank H. Stevens; reporter, 
Mr. J. D. A. Johnson; committee, Messrs. G. H. Daniell, A. H. H. 
Richardson, William V. Ball, and R. P. Johnson. 

All communications for the secretaries should be addressed to Mr. Frank 
H. Stevens, 7, King-street, Cheapside, B.C 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Oxartzes St. Ciarz Beprorp, the Chapter 
Clerk of Westminster Abbey, at the age of ninety years. Mr. Bedford was 
admitted in 1833, and was, therefore, one of the fathers of the profession. 
He was coroner for the City and Liberties of Westminster, and had for 
forty-six years held the office of Chapter Clerk to the Dean and Chapter of 
Westminster. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Samvuzt Browntow Gray, O.M.G., barrister-at-law (Attorney- 
General), has been appointed Chief Justice of the Bermudas or Somers’ 
Islands. 

Mr. Recinatp Gray, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Attorney- 
General of the Bermudas or Somers’ Islands. 





GENERAL. 


We understand that Mr. Harvey Clifton, of 4, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, 
is likely to become a candidate for a seat on the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society. 


For the proposed new lord to represent Canada in the Privy Council 
Court, says the St. James's Gazette, the names so far mentioned are Chief 
Justice ——- of the Supreme Court; Mr. David Mills, Minister of 
Justice; and Mr. Fitzpatrick, the Solicitor-General. 


A correspondent writes: ‘‘ There is a rumour as to building supple- 
mentary courts on the space opposite the new Bankruptcy Court. 
Whether it is necessary or not, the building must spoil the other buildings 
more or less. Should not a skeleton structure be put up first, so that 
people may see what is proposed ?’’ 

A prolix and pompous Missouri lawyer, defending a negro, was, says the 
American journal Case and Comment, selecting a jury of whitemen. He 
had asked numberless needless questions when the judge said: ‘‘ Uome, 
now, Mr. O , you will be examining the jurors’ teeth next. H 
along. Let’s get through with this nonsense.’’ ‘‘ Well,’’ said the 
lawyer, ‘‘ just one more general question. Are any of you in any way 
related to the defendant at the bar?” 


The gown question has been of late settled in New York in favour of 
the j wearing black silk gowns, but it. is, says the Albany Law 
Journal, still under discussion in New Jersey. The wearing of court 

ia was abolished in that State in 1791, the minutes of the Supreme 
Court shewing that on the 11th of May of that year the counsellors of the 
court presented a formal petition ‘‘ that inasmuch as the wearing of bands 
and bar gowns is found to be troublesome and inconvenient, and also 
deemed by your petitioners altogether useless, the rule of this court made 
for that purpose may be vacated ’’ The rule was ordered vacated, and 
since then republican simplicity has been the order of the day in the courts 
of New Jersey. But, although the New Jersey judges are reported to be 
almost unanimous in their opposition to the revival of gowns, the New 
Jersey bar, headed by the Attorney-General, who is president of the State 
Bar Association, seems to be in favour of the — of gowns by the 
bench, and the probability is that the judges will ultimately be persuaded 
to acquiesce. 

The probate and matrimonial causes set down for trial during the 
Trinity Sittings will be taken in the following order :—Undefended 
matrimonial causes will be taken on Tuesday, the 12th of June, and 
Wednesday, tne 13th of June, and each Monday during the sittings after 

Common jury caures will be taken on and after Thursday, the 
14th of June. Probate and matrimonial common jury causes will form one 
list, and be taken in the order in which they are set down. Probate and 
defenced matsimonial causes for hearing before the court itself will be 
taken after the common juries are finished and may also be taken in Court 
II. after the 18th of June, when ——T cases are not appointed to be 
heard. Probate and defended i causes will form one list and 
be tak: n in the order in which they are set down. Special jury causes will 











be taken on and after Wednesday, the 4th of July. Probate and matri- 
monial special jury causes will form one list and be taken in the order in 
which they are set down. A Divisional Court will sit on Tuesday, the 3rd 
of July. Motions and summonses.—Motions will be heard in court at 1] 
o’cl on Monday, the 18th of June, and on each succeeding Monday 
during the sittings, and summonses before the judge will be heard at 
half-past 10 o’clock on Saturday, the 16th of June, and on each su i 
Saturday during the sittings. Summonses before the registrars will be 
heard at the Probate Registry, Somerset House, on each Tuesday and 
Friday during the sittings at half-past 11 o’clock. All papers for motions 
on Mondays must be left in the contentious department of the Principal 
Probate Registry at Somerset-housz before 2 o’clock p.m. on the preceding 
Wednesday. 


The correspondence in the Times with to solicitors and finance 
continues. . W. D. Freshfield, writing on the 1st inst., points out that 
Sir George Lewis’s proposal that the Incorporated Law Society shall under. 
take the prosecution of criminal solicitors is attended with great difficulty, 
** A prosecution, or a series of prosecutions, such as Sir George shadows 
out aud appears to advocate will be much more costly than would be 
gathered from his letter to the Times of the 28th. The Incorporated Law 
Society have not the funds to do this. They certainly could not ask their 
8,000 members to supply funds to be applied in the prosecution of the 
defaulting members of the whole pe. whether members of the 
society ornot. This is clearly work which should be done by a Public 
Prosecutor. If itwerethought “ that solicitors should be taxed to provide 
the necessary funds the annual duty paid by solicitors to Government on 
their certificates might be increased. This would have to be done by 
Government ; for I cannot ay that the whole body of solicitors would 
allow the Incorporated Law Society, or any other private body, to levy a 
tax, the pro 8 of which would be applied to doing that which the law of 
England imposes on the executive Government, and which is supposed to be 
provided for in the general taxation. The Incorporated Law Society have 
never been slack to do their duty in purifying their own body, when the 
law has done its duty ; but the Incorporated Law Society is not a depart- 
ment of the Government, nor is it a Public Prosecutor, and if the Government 
wish it to accept that position it must say so and make the proper provisions.” 
To this Sir George Lewis rejoins in a long letter dated the 5th inst., in 
which he says: ‘‘I do not propose to argue with Mr. Freshfield the 
question as to whether members of the society would contribute to a fund 
to prosecute defaulting solicitors. He thinks they would not. I do not 
agree with him; but on the question of expense I should like to call his 
attention to the Law Society’s last balance-sheet. The income is £35,818, 
and a credit balance is shewn on the account of £573 10s. 5d. There 
appear, however, two items of expenditure under the headings—new 
drainage, £4,221 12s. 1d., installation of electric light, £1,214 6s. 2d.—a 
total of £5,435 18s. 3d. I am entitled to assume that these items will not 
recur, and that the balance in other years will be in all probability 
£5,000 or thereabouts, a sum far in excess of what would be 
necessary to meet the expense of proeecutions.’”? Sir George adds: 
two further suggestions as a safeguard against dishonest solicitors. ‘“‘ At 
present when property is sold the purchaser entrusts the money to his 
solicitor, who pays it over on completion to the solicitor to the vendor. 
Very often this money is left by the vendor in his solicitor's hands for 
investment. I would suggest that in such cases the money should not 

s through the hands of either solicitor but the price should be paid by a 
er’s draft drawn in favour of the vendor’s banker, at whose banking- 
house the purchase should be completed. My other suggestion is that 
when a trustee or executor has trust funds to invest there is no necessity 
for the payment for the securities to be made through the solicitor ; but, if 
only the simple method were adopted of directing the banker to purchase 
the securities and only pay against their delivery, all possibility of loss in 
such cases would disappear.”’ 








Norrmncuam Corporation Turee Per Cents.—The Bank of England is 
authorized to receive applications at 96 per cent. for an issue of £504,000 
Three per Cent. Redeemable Stock of the Nottingham Corporation. The 
loan is required to discharge present end prospective indebtedness for 
tramways, waterworks, and town improvements. Interest will be 


payable half-yearly at the Bank of England on the Ist of May and the lst 
of November, and the stock will be redeemed at par in 1960, or at the 
option of the Corporation, on and after 1920, unless previously cancelled 
by agreement. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters 1N Campers ror Trinity Sirrimes, 1900. 


A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Johnson ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

GtoN one Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Macdonell until July 21 
inclusive, after that date Master Walton. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Kaye are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 181, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G to N—From the commencement of the sittings until the 21st of July 
inclusive, all applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Walton are to be made returnable before the masters of the 
Division. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 114, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. 

By Orprer or THE Masters. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

June 12.—Messrs. Davip Buanetr & Co., at the Mart :— Wood Green: Freehold Ground- 
rents muuting to to £90 per annum, secured upon 12 Houses. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Bramall, White, & Sanders, London.—North Cheam, $~y-y Estate of 81 
acres, half of which is well adapted for build 


the remainder oe 
brick-makiog, ec) mites from London. Solicitors, Willett & & Sandford, London. 
—Bond-street, W.: Commanding Business Pre 27 and 29, Brook-street ; let at 
rentals amounting to £985 per annum ; held from the of the City of 
London. Solicitor, H, 8. Holt, Esq., London.—Lewishan : | Ground-rents 
amounting to £18 per Solicitors, Messrs. Reep, Lane, & Co., London.— 
the site of Strath- 


annum. 
Rutland-gate, Knightsbridge : Freehold Building Land, 
eden House, having a frontage to the main Kensington-i of 1z8ft. 6in., and a side 
frontage to Rutland-gardens of 306ft. 6in., com) an area of nearly one acre, 
adapted for the erection of an hotel or large blocks of residential flats. 
Messrs. Beldon & Ackroyd, — or Messrs. Woana, Baxter, & Restle London. 
(See advertisements, June 2, p 508. 

June 13.—Mesars. Dovctas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Camberwell 
House, let at 12s.; Four Leasehold Houses, let at 12s. al 12s, 6d, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Courtenay, Croome, Son, oulee tei 
posseesion): Residence, close to London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Station ; 
rental value £90. Solicitors, Messrs. Burgess, ie : 
Two Residences ; rental value £100 and £55. Solicitors, Messrs. Marshal & Co., London. 
—Forest Bill: Freehold Ground-rents, amoun’ 


seven residences. Solicitors, Messrs, Gustavus » London.. : 
Fi 0. may Corner Ng. - bg a ye it, £80. Brixton : eo 
70.— am 118, 
Acre-lane; let at £55.—Earlsfield: Corner Eas Also Weekly Rie 
ime 2 & — — West Norwood: Five £30 per annum each. 
licitors, Messrs, iy aged & Berney, London.—Two Policies of Assurance, 
for £400 and £1,030; =e years.— Horley, Surrey: Freehold . 
Tanner’s Farm, Balcom! _o=_— house, stabling, 
buildings, covering in ry an a of chou 3} a Solicitor, Alfred Withers, 


London. (See advertisement, June 2, p. 3.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Bate or Reversions anp Lire Po.icigs. 
Messrs. H. E, Foster & Cranrievp held their usual bi-monthly sale = 668) of these 
in oe ee mest, E.C., on the 7th iast., some of the resu.ts being as foliows : 
Absolute to £3,000, being a First Charge on a Trust Fund of ample £ 
value ; life 58 . + Bold 1,275 
Absolute to £4, 888 London aand Ni North-Western Railway Oo. 4 per Cent. a 
650 
” 


Preference oe coe ove 
LIF& POLICY for £5,0.0 in the Law Life; life6o .. oe ooo = wwe (ig, 8 OO 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n gg 
Acamemnon, Limirep (1" Jessmpanien — Creditors required, on or before Aug 1, to 
send their names and dresses, and the Particulars of their debts and claims, to to Charles 
Caryll Baker, 1, Gresham bldgs, Besinghal st 
Bartisu PeroLirE 4 as Fu = Co Luurep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
and addresses, and 


— Jul oe names their debts = 
goin, +e Ln Pates, 57, Moorgate st, Bisgood, oorgate st bldgs, solor fur 
iquidator 


Baitisn Steet Batt Synvicare, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
per nyt 5S Sento heir names and addresses, and the Particulars of thelr debta 
A 1? 44 Lancaster, 71, Temple row, Birmingham. itelock, Birmingham, 

os or to 
CoLonraL DEVELOPMENT CorPoRATION, coon om 
eS eee and and the particulars of their debts or 


names 
T. Hallamore, 11, Clement s la 
Coxnaveut | As Quanaiss, eager Ree are > pagetend, om on or before June 24, 
to rend their names sses, and the empee ae or claims, to Percy 
Mason, 64, Gresham st. Kisch & Co, 8, Barbican, cclewe Ser guises 
Esuonp Cyoie SADDLE Co, Limrrzp —Petn for winding u Op, yecoeuned May 22, directed to 
be th & Smee, Norfolk House, Embankment, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
the afternoon of June 12 
sented May 29, directed to be heard on June 18. wast © Se 5, ee oe 
solors fur petner. Notice P|  coneneing must reach the above-named not later than 
Knronraat Oo, ne _ aisites uy 
June 13. BL ~ ry pr ay wn or petners. 
reach the above- 


heard June 13. 
above-named not later than six o’clock in 
Guarantee anpD General Trapine Corporation, Liarrsp—Petn for 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
presented May yb mye to be ap a +4 
later than 6 o'clock is the afternoon of St dune if 






or before June 30, to send 


Mortepas Mixise Co, Lunren—Creditors are on 
their enh ableton, matet thats debts ar claims, te Robert 


names and the particulars of 
Miller, Barrow-in-Furness 


before July 2, to send their names and of their debts or 
James Stewart, Winchester House, Broad Burn & Berridge, 11, Old 
Broad st, — Se, 
Norrincoam CaBinet xzrs’ Guitp Co-operative Propvuctive Society, Loarep— 
Lay, -t, before June 29, to send their names and and 
= lars of their debts or claims, to John Jones Moris, 20, Fletcher gate, 


uired. on.or 
debts or 


befure 


alae Sratzs Gop Fisips DeveLorment “o Linitrp —Creditors are 
before Ji 


addresses. of t 
tains to H. Montague Smith, 28, Victoria st. W: es 
Sreamsuip “ PLaner Moscone” Co. Liurrep- Creditors are required, on or 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 


i! 


to liq 
T.C. Toaran & Co, Lax cae Cae 7 
names resses, and the particulars o: 
Bersey, 41, Volemsn st 


names lars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick Cooper, 12, Bowker’s row. Bolton. alker, Bolton, solor to liquidator 
Winrexny & Waco —y before June 80, to send their 


Creditors are 
bend of 
Yorusa ay Nya = (1x Vouogranr agen are nage oe 

before send their names addresses, particulars of their 
to Herbert George Rastall, 124, Chancery-Jane 
Unsutmirep mx CHANCERY. 
Corx Company —Petn for winding presented nagar to be paaek 2 June 13. 
C. J, Parker, Monument sq pon tay me rad See eae of appearing must 
shove-aumned aot taher’ enn Se Flock ta tho ofternsen of Dose ta 
London Gasette.—Turspay, June 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m CHaxcery. 


Britis, CoLoniaL, AND ey Ry ny mm | Goagenceaen, yo for winding 
June 1, to be heard on te 


directed t 9» be on June 13. 
petner Motive of appearing must 
aft-rnoon of June 12 
Wrrrat Tramway Co, Limrep (18 Seenmensen)— Sealine are required, on or before 
a. eee aoe addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Lee & Hasaal, 6, Lord st, Liverpool 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bgtvorr £2 Loaw Civn, 15, Kirkby st, Nottingham. May 28 
Brastep Workine Men’s Crus ~ —* Brasted, Kent. 
Citewys Beyzrit Society, Vilgwyn Arms Inn, Pontwelly, Liandyssil, Carmarthen. 
May 29 
Grecory’s Loay Society, Limrrep. Old Wine Vaults, Mkeston Derby. May 28 
Manonuster Past Granps’ Provipent ASSOCIATION OF THE National ‘Trperesomrr 
Orper or Oopre.iows, Princ-s Hot~l, Joha Dalton st. Ma 
a R’s — Brnerit Society, St Saviour’s School, Downing 2 Everton, 


True 
Warenviy Society, Swan 5 


May 28 


28 
UE Leos 196 Granp Prorsstanyt Association OF Loyvat Orancemen’s 
Hotel en, Manchester. May 30 








WaknING To 1nTEeENDING Hovss Purcuasers anv Lassess.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ee 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of culars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 


To Soticrrors, Rea Estarzs Owners, AND REPRESENTATIVES.— We obtaiu 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Iron, Old Plant, &. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a pb ncn 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., meg ag Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone : f) 9%: and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr. } 














CREDITORS’ 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, May 11. 
Ciarks, JonN fae, Westbourne House, go Surrey July 14 Whitfield v 
Clarke, Kekewich,J Dean, inn, Strand 


K Clement’s 
Vincent, Wituiam. Sunderland, Musical In:trument Dealer June 6 Todd v Vincent, 
Registrar, Durham Allison, Sunderland 


NOTICES. 





required, on or before | 


London Gasette.—Fnipay, ps ' 18. 
Luauiey, Jonw Rurnerrorp, Clyde June 19 Brooker v Lumley, 
Stirling, J Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbre 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35 
Last Day or Cuatmu. 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, May 29. 

Appy, Ronert Burton, Esse King’s Lm, No June ~ Je 
AxgcupDa.s. Gsorcs 
Barsen, WItt1am, = 
Brewer, Bannan, W ee Kibara Jen Juee 30 m Bair Jame 
Barpson, Wiiuiam meq 7 June ll —_- & gies Bolton 
ates Cuanies Taomas, Barking, Eesex, 


Davis, ALBERT, a Martin’s in 
Deave, WILLIAM, Hintlesham, 
a» Wanna pot 





Coo 

Cr Rutland, Farmer 
Darts, Jant, Brixton were Patereons 
] 


ieee 
2 


Bvaws, Manta, 
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Gates, Rosent, Killinghall, York Ju'y5 Peach & Titley, Harrogate 
Guover, Joun Hatt, Leeds June25 Harrison & Sons, 

Guover, Rev Joseruvus, Bournemouth July 5 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 
Gossy, CuarLes Epwarp, Farringdon 1d, Undertaker June 256 Carter, Chancery In 
Goopwin, Harriet. Ipswich Junel4 Marshall, Ipswich 

Hamrson, Hannan, Doncaster June 29 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

Hanpviey, Frances, Birkdale, Southpert July2 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Hanvxey, Josrru, Birkdale, Southport July 2 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 


Hanzaison, Frepericx, Bradford, York, Commission Woolcomber June 30 Vint & Co, 


Bradford 
Hear, Mary Repecca, Hollingwoith, Chester June 29 Davis, Glossop 


eee ee Woopsrnez, Isthmian Club, Piccadilly June 30 Deacon & Co, Great 


* 
Jerrrey, Susanna, Tunbridge Wells June 30 Cooper & Co, Bitchin In 

Lane, Ricnarp Yassiey, Coombeinteinghead, Devon July 7 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
Limerick, Witu14m, Horton, Glos, Farmer July9 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Maktix, Wiiu14m, Sparkhill, nr Birmingham, Grocer July 6 Hargreave & Heaton, 


Mencer, Mary, Halifax July 1 Bailey, Halifax 
— ay emcees Chiswick J 


Moors, Grerce, Ryton, Durham, Farmer July 16 Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle on 
ne 

Price, James Ben, Cheltenham June 30 Mossman & Co, Bradford 

ParipEeaux, Anniz, Camborne, Cornwall June 23 Daniell & Thomas, Camborne 

Riaa, <= Bootle, Cumberland, Implement Maker June 30 Butler, Broughton in 


ness 
Rispox, Exvizasetu, Park village West, Regent’s Park June 25 Wood, Finsbury sq 
Rusk1x, Joun, Brantwood, Conmton, Lancaster July 7 Barker, Bedford row 


Sanper, Gustav Apotrn, Cazenove rd, Stamford Hill July 6 Clapham & Co, Devon- | 


shire sq 
Sxse1oxs, Epwarp, Charlbury, Oxford June 24 Ballard, Oxford 
—e <-* : ng Victron Herman AmAnpvus, Manchester July 10 Cooper & 
ester 


&xekLs, Henry Ixciz, Surbiton, Surrey, Commission Agent July 31 Fella, Streath- 


bourne rd, Upper Tooting 
wena aMzEs, Middlesbrough, Bridge Erector June 30 Thomas & Malkin, Stockton 


on Tees 

Suitn, Lucy, Sydenham hill July 4 Adshead, Essex st, Strand 

BTANSFIELD, Saran, Ashton under Lyne June12 Taylor, Oldham 

ees te od Pur, Radcliffe on Trent, Notts, Solicitor July 1 Truman & Snook, 
otting: 

Warp, Saran, Sproughton, Suffolk June 27 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

WINTERBOTTOM, ANN, Stalybridge, Chester July2 Ives, Stelybridge 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 1, 


Atison, A4icz, Birkdale July14 Smith, Southport 
Asatox, Tuomas Mason, Louth, Lincoln June 30 Banks & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
Baker, Mrs Mary, Bridgwater, Somerset June30 Bishop, Bridgwater 

Bakxer, Hersert Avsrey, Havering, nr Romford, June 30 


nham 
Batuurst, The Very Rev Canon Eyre Stuart, Stone, Staffs July2 Birch, Stone 
—— Lvcy, Aleonbury Hill, Huntingdon, Innkeeper July7 Hunnybun & Sons, 
untingdon 
Buack, James Exis, Rochester, Kent July6 Basset & Boucher, Rochester 
Bo.tox, Jonny, burn July 31 Hartley & Pilgrim, Colne, Lancs 
Borravaite, Grorce Evwiy, ha inburgh terrace, Kensington Palace June 30 Lewty 
& Co, Theobald’s 14 
Broom Joux, Clifton, Bristol, Doctor of Medicine June 30 Benson & Co, Bristol 
Cartweicut, Rey Wit.1am, Bristol July6 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
CassgLs, Eruevinpa, Blackheath, Kent June 21 Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 
Detve, CaTHeRIne ConnieH, Truro June 20 Paull, Truro 
—- EpwaeD MiysHavt, Barcombe av, Streatham Hill, Clerk June 30 Brown, 


In 
Diecut, Miss Exiza, Clifton, Bristol July 20 O’Donoghue & Anson, Bristol 
ane — Balby, mr Doncaster, Waggon Owner June 30 Atkinson & Sons, 
ncaster 
Eustace, Mrs Exiza, Salford July2 Potts & Potts, Broseley, Shropshire 
Farrow, Many, Tottenham July 14 Avery & Son, Finsbury pavement 


Ley & Co, 


une 30 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeant’s inn, | 





| Fiztp, Gzoracz Henry, Camberwell Newrd July 13 Wheatly & Co, New inn, Strand 
| Fisox, ExizaneTu, Cambridge June9 Symonds, Cambridge ; 
| Foster, Henry Joun, Leytonstone June 30 Lewty & Co, Theobald’s rd 
| Grpsons, AtrreED Rosert, Windlesham, Surrey Aug 1 Potter & Co, King st, Cheap. 
e 
| Giutmay, Rev Jonn Firzazratp Nacuis, Hennock, Devon June 30 Hacker & 
| Michelmore, Newton Abbott i 
| Goopwin, Hagkiret, West Hampstead June 30 Fisher & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Govutp, GzorcE Davin, Richmond, Surrey June 30 Senior & Fairbank, Richmond 
Happon, Henry, Charlotte st, Fitzroy sq, Dentist’s Assistant July1 O & E Woodroffe, 
Eastchea’ 
Hancock, red Ann, Nottingham June 30 Hazzledine, Nottingham — 
Hamuonp, Grorce, Colchester, Licensed Victualler July 81 Sparling & Son, Co. 
chester 


| 

| 

| Hoszson, SamvEL Jonnstone, Sheffield Sept 29 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Hopexix, Epior, Richmond, Surrey June 80 Powell & Rogers, Essex st, Strand 
Hopeson, Henry, Bradford, York June 28 Rhodes, Bradford ae 
Homzs, Joun, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Miller June 30 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Hotmes, Joun Francis, Walthamstow, Commission Agent July 2 Chalk, Fiasbury pvmt 

| Houxe, Eiten Winnirrep, Guildford st, Russell sq July 1 Peacock & Goddard, South 

sq, Gray’s inn 

| Hucues, Ayn, Liverpool June15 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 

| Humpuares, Benyamiy Jouy, Lower Edmonton July2 Watson & Son, Chancery In 

| Hurst, James, Leigh, Lancs, Innkeeper June 23 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

Bank, Lancs, Varmer July 7 Wilson & Co, Preston 

’ 

| 

| 


Ippon, Ricnarp, Hesketh L 
June 30 Fisher & Co, Ashby 


Tson, Epwarp, Ashby de la Zouch, Lei 
| de la Zouch f 
| Lenernorn, Georce Leeds, Butcher July4 Harland & Hingham, Leeds 
Lewis. MarTHa, Pontnewynydd Augi1 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 
McZowan. Wiiiiam, Roseneath, nr Whitehaven, Cumberland June 30 Brockbank &(p, 





Whitehaven 
| Marsuatu. Joun. Nottingham, Licensed Victualler June 30 Hazzledine, Nottiogham 
Masren, Euma, Uxbridgerd July 31 Partridge & Co, King’sLyno : 
| Moor, Gzorce Hargis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Builder July 16 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
| Noap, Grace Herve, Tilshead, Wilts June 24 Louch, Newbury, Berks 
Pau.t Jouy, 8c Agnes, Corawall, Hotel keeper June 24 Hancock, jun, St Agaes 
Prerce, Cus. Srituer, Sideup, Kent, Agent July1 Baylis & Co, Church ct, Old Jewry 
Pore, Josep, Langtoft, Lincoln July 3. Sharpe & Wade, Market Deeping 
PrenperGast, Francis Ensor, Redlands, California, U.8.A., Civil Engineer July 7 
arker, Bedford row : 
Roprsson, Jane Lioyp, Weston super Mare July 31 Simmons & Co, Bath 
kvrr, ANN, 8: John’s Wood July 18 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
wanenaaes, James Paimatt, Pembroke rd, Kensington July 1 Peacock & Goddard, 
South s 
SKINNER, , 4, Brighton, Domestic Servant June 21 Withy, Swindon 
Smiru, Saran, Allestey, nr Coventry July 6 Twist & Sons, Coventry 
SmitH, Witu14Mm, Shepherd’s Bush July 4 Fox, Mary’s sq, Paddington 
| SowERsBy, Epwarp, East Acklam, York, Farmer July7 Soulby, Malton 
Spratt, Henry, eg ba Edmunds July15 Green, Bury 8t Edmunds _— 
STARKEY, WILLIAM, Warwick, Blacksmith July14 Handley & Co, Warwick 
SraTuer. Fanny, Beverley, York, Milliner July 5 Bainton, Beverley 
Stites, Rosert, Hillmarton, Wilts, Farmer July1 Nott, Gray’s inn sq 
Stites, SamveL, Hillmarton, Wilts, Farmer July1 Nott, Gray’s inn sq 
| Strives, Wititam, Lickhill, Calne July1 Nott, Gray’s inn sq 
| Sykes, Joun, Biland, nr Halifax July7 Bailey, Halifax 
| Tuwaires, Hannan, Kendal July9 Moser & Sons, Kendal 
| Tuwarres, ToomAs, Kendal July 9 Moser & Sons, Kendal 





Tosswitt, CHArLes GittmMAN, Withernsea, Hull, Brewer’s Traveller June 13 Wells & 
Sons, South sq ae 
| Turser, Harriet, Gieat Yarmouth June 29 Wiltshire & Sons, Great Yarmouth 
Turney, Ricuarp, Slapton, Bucks July 7 Newton & Calcott, Leighton Buzzard — 
| UpAtL, Witiiam Keats, Lower Bockhampton, Dorset June 14 Creech, Sturminster 


| Newton 
| Vernnam Jemima, Streatham June 30 Drake & Co, Rocd In 
| Watiacg, Emma, York st, Portman sq June 30 Leuty & Co, Theobald’s rd 


| Wacs, Samve., Vauxhall walk, Case Maker July8 Ashley & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old 
Jewry 
| WitrsuirE, Mary Awny, Willesden July 16 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aces, Mary Evizasers, Barnsley, Yorks, Fruiterer 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Baxer ArtTauz James, Southall, Middlesex, Builder 
Windsor Pet May 2s Ord May 26 
Barton, Henry, i 
Court Pet May 28 Ord May 28 ae... 
Barruzy, Tuomas, South Shields, Grocer Newcastle on BEDES 
Pet May 12 Ord May 28 m 
Besro, Marcus, Wa cres, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Feb1 Ord May 14 te 
Bortz, Witt1am Rovert Doverss Carrtnctox, Victoria | *°®*A%; 
Westminster High Court Pet March 29 Ord 


Pet May 10 Ord May 25 
Mozrtoy, 
May 80 Ord May 


my J 29 Ord May 29 
M, 


May 18 Ord May 28 


y 29 

Camupsett, T E, Sunderland, Commercial Traveller Sun- 

derland Pet Jané Ord Feb 15 | 

Canter, Witiiam, jun, Leadenhall st High Court Pet | 
April10 Ord May 29 | 

Cuayner, Henny ALraev, Swansea, Hairdresser Swansea | 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Corz, Wiuam Lewis, St Michael’s, Bristol, Carver 
Bristol Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Con.vis, Exsest, Newington wer Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 29 


29 Ord May 29 





Lovatt, Jos1an, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton | 
Pet May 28 Ord May 29 

Martin, Saran Janz, Falmouth, Co'nwall, Grocer Truro 
Pet May 80 Ord May 30 z 

Mesepiru, Cuartes Avcustvs, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff 


30 
remith, Licensed Victualler High Morr, Jouy, Armley, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer Leeds 


uke, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Dealer Kidder- 
inster Pet May 29 Ord 29 
Nose, Joun Frepericx, Nottingham Nottingham Pet | 


Fezp, Irthlingborough. 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Oxiver, Cuar_es Freperick, Buc 
Portsmouth PetMay 26 Ord May 26 

| Patmer, Jonn Tuomas, Leicester, Hardware Dealer 

Leicester Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

| Parsons, Ricnarp, Coalville, Leicester, General Dealer 
Burton on Trent Pet May 23 Ord May 28 

Piast, Ratrn, sen, Rarpu Piant, juno, and Samver 
Baxter, Burslem, Staffs, Earthenware Manufac turers 
Hanley Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Price, James, Dowlais, Baker Merthyr Tydfil Pet May | 


Vany, Tuomas, Hay Mills, nr Birmingham, Cycle Dealer 
Birmingham Pet May 16 Ord May 30 

Wa tus, Frepericx, Canterbury, Grocer Canterbury Pet 
May12 Ord May 24 

Watton, Grorcs, Nelson, Lancs, Boot Dealer Bunlay 
Pet May 14 Ord May 28 


| 
1LL1aM, Southport, Fruiterer Liverpool Pet ) Witxiams, Witiiam Epwarp, Bangor, Farmer Bangor 


Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
Witson, Crain J, King st, Cheapside High Court Pet 

Mareh 31 Ord May 28 
Witson, Georce, Wakefield, Carver Wakefield Pet 
| Mayl Ord May 29 : 

Woovcock, BrainaLp, Manor Park, Essex, Grocer High 
Court Pet May 24 Ord May 28 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Hornsby, Georce J&nome, Strand, Dealer in Works of Art 
High Court Rec Ord June 16,1899 Resc May 25, 190 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
| Ancen Harry, Exeter, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
June 19 at 10.80 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Anmstrrona, KLititias Exiza, Walworth road, Furniture 
Dealer Junel2at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Besro, Marcus, ‘threadneedle st June 11 at 2.80 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Bowen, Tuomas Wicwiam, Bridgnorth, Salop, Builder 
Juae 13 at3 County Court Office, Madele 


| 
May 9 


Northampton, Shoe | 
, Hants, Greengrocer | 


, i } y 
Coogee, Wir, Sneinton, Nottingham, Stableman | Peyor, Joux, Wandsworth Wandsworth Pet May 30 | Burier, Joun Tuomas, Walsall, Grocer June 13 at 11.00 


Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Epwaxps, ALrrzep, Bingham, Notts,Corn Agent Notting- 
ham Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Exuiort, Raurn, Felling, Durham, Grocer Newcastle on 
fyne Pet May 28 Ord May 2 
Fietvise, Warten Mertcatre, Oldham, Letterpress 
Printer Oldham Pet 


Ord May 30 
May 29 Ord May 29 
High Court Pet May 9 


May 29 Ord May 29 27 May 28 
Farexax, Lovis, Newcastle on T Jeweller Newcastle | Saxpronp, Epwis, Bognor, 
on Tyne Pet May 28 Ord May 28 | Pet May 30 Ora May 30 


Haisswortu, Amos, and Tuomas Biaxp, Morecambe, | 
Joiners Preston Pet May 14 Ord May 30 

Hau, Feevesicx Witttam, Nuneaton, Furniture 
Coventry Pet May 2 Ord May 28 

Hiner, Arracve Wittian, West ow pom Electrical Engi- 
neer Croydon Pet May 28 May 28 

Howuseswortn, Witttam James, West Ewell, Surrey 

don Pet Aprii25 Ord May 2% 


| May29 Ord May 29 
| High Court ‘Pet May 7 
| Sranpen, Heway, 

| Pet May 29 Ord Ma 


Pet Mayi Ord 


Rica, Axprew, Ossett, York, 

Rooxe, Hesry James, Kingsland, Licensed Victualler 
i 28 | 

RosexTHAL, Emanvet, Ilford, Essex High Court Pet April | Caatcutey, Groran, W 


Scuorsoron, N J H, Finchley rd, Financier High Court Epwarps, Gronror, and Wits 
Pet April 25 Ord May 24 
| Soromox, Apa, Blaina, Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 


Srvnce, ALyaev, Marlborough st, Menufacturers’ Agent | 


Off Rec, Walsall 

Cooxson, J F, St James’ssq June 12 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldge, Carey st 

Crass, ‘fuomas Freperick, Ilford, Essex, Builder June 1? 
at12 95, Temple chmrs, Téfaple av 

hiteshill, nr Stroud, Glos, Quarry- 
man June9ati2 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Crzicurox, James, Stonham Parva, Suffolk, Schoolmaster 
June 12 at12 Angel Hotel, Bury 8t Edmunds 

pwanrps, Lavister, of 

Wrexham, Engineers June i2 at 11.80 Prios, 
Wrexham 

Exuiort, Ratra, Bedlington, Northumberland, Grocet 
June 8 at 11 Off Rec, 80, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Rag Merchant Dewsbury Pet 


Ord May ‘ | 


Jobbing Gardener Brighton | 


Ord May 28 


Tyne 
burn, Fishmonger Blackburn | Gisus, Henny, Cardiff, Coal Merchant June llati2 Of 


Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Kyssexsver, Fraxcis, Birmingham, Clothier Birmingham | Suruertand, ALEXANDER, Manchester, Draper Manchester GurenxvieLo, Joun, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor June Ul 

Ma’ 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Haww, Faevenicx Witttam, Nuneaton, Furniture Dealet 
rd at, Coventry 


yw as ay 


7 
Lewis, ag Leeda, el ae lone Manufacturer | two, 


ay 18 Ord May 4 
May 2% Ord May agent Exeter Pet Ma: 


y 
ILLiAM Joun, 8t Mary hurch, Devons, News- 
‘May 30 rd Mays = 


June liat12 Of Rec, 17, Hertfo 








ju 


Joxes, - 
Off 


KEEp_e, 








Cheap- 
cker & 


nd 
odroffe, 


m, Col 


ingham 
ry pvmt 
|, South 


In 


_ Ashby 


k & Co, 
zham 
arshall, 


1 Jewry 
July 7 


oddard, 


Vells & 
ninster 


pl, Old 


Dealer 
ry Pet 
Surnley 
Bangor 
rt Pet 
i Pet 
High 


s of Art 
25, 1900 


acturer 
ceter 
rniture 
y at 
Bank- 
Builder 
at 11.90 
cruptey 
June 12 
luarry- 
ter 
master 


ter, uf 
Priosy, 


Grocet 
stle on 


i2 Off 


une il 


Dealer 
y 
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Joxes, Tuomas, Canton, Cardiff, Haulier June 11 at 11 
Off Ree, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Keepiz, Epwin Cockuz, Glemsford, Suffolk, 5g -- and 
— June 12 at 12.30 Angel Hotel, Bury St 
m0) 
Lritus, 7h tool, Leeds, Wholesale Slipper creel 
June 8 at li Of Ree, 22, Park row, 
Micze. Janz, South Wingate, Durham, fenborper June 8 
at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Mercatre, CHARLES. Witiian, Fulstow, ‘Lincs, Labourer 
June 8at11 Off Res, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsb 
Quiver CHARLES FREDERICK, Buckland, Hants, - 
grocer June 8 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junt, High 
» . st, Por'smouth 
Pearsox, Freperick Tuomas, Hove, Sussex, Solicitor 
June 11 af 3.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Puant, RALPH, sen, Rauru Prayt, jun, and Samve. 
Baxtes, Burslem, Staffs, Earthenware Manufacturers 
Juve 8 at 2.30 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke 7 Trent 
RosextHaL, Emanvk1, a Essex June at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Rowe, Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Coal Fitter June 8 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosiey st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Roost, JAMES, &tockport, Tailor June 8ati11.30 Off Rec, 
County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Sintey, Henry, Street, Somerset June 8 at 12.30 Off 
ec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Suitivan, Joun, Stockport, Cheshire, Coal Merchant June 
8 at 10.45 Off Rec, County ’ chmbrs, Market pl, 
_ Btockport 
StrHERLAND, ALEXANDER, Manchester, Draper June 13 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Tomas, WILLIAM Joun, St “a Church, Devons, News- 
oll June 19 at 10.30 O Rec, 18, Bedford cires, 
e' 
Tuourson, JosEPn, Cnatioore, York, Joiner June 13 at 3 
Ree, 8, rd, Middl esborough 
Vavanan, FrEpErtox WitLIAM, Preston, Tobacco Merchant 
», June 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
WaxerizeLD, Hersert, Morecambe, Lancs, Traveller 
June 14at11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
ig FREDERICK, Canterbury, Grocer June 9 at ll 
Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
Wituass, * WILLIAM, Cardiff, Painter June 11 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 117, St at, Cardiff 
Witsox, Wituiam, 8 port, Cheshire, Publican June 8 
at 10.15 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Wrzar, 3 Brighton, Boarding house Keeper June 11 
at 12 ff Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Wirners, } eee Copthall bldge, Throgmorton st, Stock- 
al June ll at 2.30 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
st 
Scecocx. REGINALD, Manor Park, Essex, Grocer June 8 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey ‘st 
Wnieut, Nicuoias WiILii1am, Saltburn by the Sea, Grocer 
Junel3at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auten, Many Etizasern, Loy Yorks, Fruiterer 
Barnsley Pet May 29 Ord May 
Barton, Henry, Hammersmith, 7 andl Victualler High 
Court Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
om Se say RT, Upperby, nr Carlisle Carlisle Pet April 20 
a 


y 28 
Carr, JEREMIAH, 5 ~ ed Shopfitter Bradford Pet 
April2 Ord May 30 
CuAnner, Henry ALFRED, sem, Hairdresser Swansea 
Pet May 29 Ord Ma 
ms _ Liverpodl, Estate Agent Liverpool Ord 


Coxz, Wnasss Lewis, St Michael’s, Bristol, Carver 
Bristol Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Cowiman, Joun Epw ag - earamied Lincs, Grocer Boston 
Pet May 5 Ord May 

CratcuLey, Groror, Whiteshill, nr Sel, Quarry- 
man Gloucester Pet April 30 Ord May 28 

CrossLanp, Wittiam, Sneinton, a Stableman Not- 
tingham Pet May 29. Ord May 29 

DuBoys, Aupert, and Exyest Francis Dovaras, Ludgate 
hill, ‘Advertising Contrastors High Court Pet Nov 24 
Ord May 28 

Epwarps, Arrrep, Bingham, “ey Corn Agent Notting- 
ham Pet May 29 Ord May 

Extiort, Bauru, Felling, ne tl Grocer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Fizipine, WALTER METCALFE, — = Letterpress Printer 
Oldham Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Firckenstein, Frirz, Leeds Leeds Pet May 3 Ord 

28 

Freeman, Louis, Newcastle on Tyne, Jeweller Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May 28 Ord y 29 

Hau, Frepeaick Wiiiiam, Wenectee, Furniture Dealer 
Coventry Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Haumonp, Jony, Enfield, Brick Merchant Edmonton Pet 
May 21 Ord May 26 

Hit, Dennis Jou, fevatch, Wholesale Grocer Norwich 
Pet May 18 ord May 30 

Hixtoy, Joun, Doynton, nr Bristol, Roadman Bath Pet 
May 9 Ord May 26 

Histon, Srernen, Doyaten, Glos, Journeyman Carpenter 
Bath Pet March17 Ord May 28 

Tvorau, Witi1aM, Clitheroe, Coal Agent Blackburn Pet 
May 380 Ord May 30 

Joxzs, Tuomas, en, Cardiff, Haulier Cardiff Pet 
May 19 Ord May 29 

Lestiz, WittiAm Forpgs, York poy Marylebonerd High 
Court Pet Feb16 Ord Ma: = 

Lewis, Jacon, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
May 26 Ord Ma y 26 

LockYEar, F oa ad Wixtiam Moraay, Bartholomew 

lose, Artificial ip ee Manufacturers High Court 

Pet f May is Ord May 28 

Lyx, Frances poe Wandsworth Wandsworth Pet 
4pil2é Ord May 3 

Maatiy, Saran Tay ' valmouth, Grocer Truro Pet 


May30 Ord May 30 
Brecon, Farmer Newtown 


Monoans, Pryce, Lianfl 

Mu Pet May 21, “Ord May 23, Cloth Manufact Leeds 
rv, JOnN, e o' anufacturer 
Pet May 29 Ord hang ao" 


ae. Mortimer, Salop, Dealer 
‘et May 29 Ord May 29 y 29 
Pet May 6 Ord May 26 
Otiver, Cuartes Freperick, Buckland. Hants, Green- 
grocer tsmouth Pet May 26 os 
soar. 1 eames Leicester Leicester May 29 


Negpuam, Luxe, 


Norman, , Frep, 


Parsons, Teenans, os Leicesters, “ae Dealer 
Burton on Trent Pet May 28 . Ord May 
PLant, Ratrn, sen, rte Praxt, jun, * SAMUEL 
Bixrer, Earthenware Manufacturers 
Hanley et May 28 Ord May 28 
Pricz, Jaurs, Dow Baker Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
May 29 Ord Ma: a 
Pryor, Joux, Wi worth Wandsworth Pet May 30 
Ord May 30 
Ries, Aseee, Oasett, am, Rag Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Sanprorp, Epwiy, Bogno: em “ape Gardener 
B ton Pet May 0. "Ord Ma 
Scort, James, Stockport, Cheshire, Tailor Stockport Pet 
May Ord May 30 : 
Suir D, Pane Sees, Can Bake Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 14 Ord May 23 
So.omen Apa, Blaina, Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 
May 29 O.d May 29 
SraxvEN, Beet ‘lack born, Fishmonger Blackburn 
Ord May 29 Pet Ma: 
Triomas, WILLIAM Joux, Bt ¢ Mary Chi 
agent Exeter Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
THompson, THomas Witt, Cla Manufacturing 
Confectioner High Court Pet 112 ba th 
Wituiams Wiis, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet May 25 
Ww oo + E Ban, Farmer Bangor 
iLLiaAMs, WILLIAM i. gor, 
Pet May 30 Ord Me 
pote scincnk nll ANNULLED 
Suort, Anraur, Goole, Yorks, Labourer Wakefield Adjud 
Feb 21,1896 Annul May 22, 1900 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barrett, Ernraim, James Wiiu14mM Barrett, and Frank 
Baszetr. Oldham, Plumbers Oldham Pet June 1 


Ors June 1 
BENTLEY, Serna Hersert, Earlestown, Lancs, Electrical 
Warrington Pet May BL Od May 8L 
a Wnesn Rosert Dovetas (HaRrineton Bren’- 
ood, Essex Chelmsford Pet A 25 Ord May 30 
Book, Kirn, 3 Northfleet, Kent Rochester Pet Mey 30 


Bucs ey, “ey i Evcrne, Copthall av, Turf Conntaton 
Agent High Court PetMay14 Ord May 

Bun yaGeE, Ly Luton, Bedford, Straw "int Manu- 
facturer Pet May 25 Ord May 31 

= ) ny , Ms Mechanic York Pet 


y Ord May 

Carr, JAMES, Bradford, —r-| Cart Manufacturer Bradford 
Pet April2 Ord May 31 

= JOHN, a Eeatinat, Coal Dealer Bradford 


81 
x Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet May 31 


a 

ety 3 Glos, ae Manufacturer 

Gloucester’ Pet 1 Ord June i 

Hisbett, ARTHUR a. Se 5 Stonemason’s Foreman 
Norwich Pet Ly May 31 

Mansters, CHARLES Lynn, Farmer King’s Lynn 
Pet May 21 Ord June 

Ross, JAMES, Walton, I Liverpa ,» Medical Practitioner 
Liver; Pet Junel O une 1 

Van.ey, ALrrep, Selby, Licensed V Victualler York Pet 
April 3 Ord Junel 

beady, m= 8 8, Dalston In High Court Pet May 15 Ord 


y 3 

WELLS, J, Union ct, Old Broad st, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord March 16 

Wricat, Artaur Grorcse. Dudley, Musical Instrument 
Dealer Dudley Pet May 14 rd May 29 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

App.tesy, Anniz, South Norwood, Surrey June 12 at 11 30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Bartiey, Tuomas, South Shields, Grocer ad 14 at 11 
0: c, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyn 

— Weunr, Hammersmith, —ry 

Sat 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

mason, Epwarp, West Bromwich Butcher June 14 at 12 
174, Corporation at, Birmingham 

Bentiey, Grorck Hervert, 4 -- Lanes, Electrical 
Eogineer June l5at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Bissy, Witt1am, Warmfield, Coal Miner June 12 at 10,30 
Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Burier, James Livesry, Leeds, Mechanic June 18 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 28, qo York 

Burt, Josian, Licensed Victualler's anager 
June l4at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swan 

Caarer, ae jun, Leadenhall st June 18 8 at ll 

ruptey bldgs,-Carey st 

Cuester, Josern, Scarborough, Hotel Keeper June 12 at 
12 74, Newborough, Se: ugh 

Core, Wittiam Lew 18, St Michael’s, Bristol, Carver June 
13at 1230 Off Rec, Baldwin he Bristol 

Cross.anp Wi..1am, Sneinton, Notts, Stableman June 12 
atll Off Reo, 4, bm pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Cue eran Radyr, Glam, Grocer June 14 at 12 135, 
High st, Merthyr T;afl’ 

Epwarps, ALFRED, Bingham. Notts, Corn = June 12 
ati2 Off Ree, 4, voted oe st, uaberiand, 3 

Ewart, Joan Nicwon, Butcher 
June 13 at3 Off Reo, 84, Fisher st, Carlial 

Fieip, Prrcy, Victoria x Architect June 15 at ll 
Bavkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

FLAgeRTY, ALBERT EDWARD, seepingame, Be 


Gurr, W 


Hey, 


fotualler June 


Ritch. 


June 


Caren, Hevay, Clifton, Bristol, Butcher June 15 at 12 


Baldwin win st, Bristol 
Garris; WiLtidM, Grover June 13 at i245 Of 
Hit, Deyyis ya Norwich, ie < 
Grocer June oP 1230 Auction Mart, Token: 


house yard 
Jones, Harry Wessox, Melbourne, Derbys, Draper’s 
Assista 


nt June 13 at 12 Off Rec, "41, Full st, Derby 
Lyoys, Marty, Birmingh: Tobacconist June 14 at ll 
, 174, Corporation st, Birm ‘ 
Martin, Sanat Janr, Fal rocer June 14 at 12 


Boscawen st, Traro 
Morrow. WituiaM, Southport, Fruiterer June 13 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Priv erpool 
Guam A.sert Epwarp, Dorchester, Soda Water Manu- 
facturer June 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, 


Salisbury 
Ricuton, WILLIAM, Sieben, Grocer Juns 15 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Bir: 


Was Oniv eR, Read, nr Blackburn, Butcher June 29 at 
Hota, Nicholas st, Barnle 
Wick ~R. Jouy, Ashford, Kent, Builder June 12 The 
Saracen’s Head Hote’, Ashford 
WIarp, "oo Hove, Sere ites une 12 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 24, way a 
Worratt, Herserr Foren, my gue June 12 


at12 Off Rec, Figt ee lane, Sheffi 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
A.xswortn, Baxesr Apert Higgisoy, HM Convict Estab- 
lishment, Pi , Company Promoter High Court 


Pet Feb 23 ‘Ord May 29 
Baxer, Anruur James, Southall, spoon, Builder 
indsor Pet May 26 Ord May 
Barrett, Epuaraim, Janes WiLtiaM ; and Frayx 
ye Oldham, Plum dham Pet June 1 
1 


Benriey, George Hersert, ae Lanes, Elestrical 
Engineer Warr! Mey St On Mer ot 31 
Bervarp, Henry PeErer, iar Dliahmnent, 
a & Omeney Promoter High Court Pet Feb 

23 


Seen, Ras — Mey ata fleet Kent Rochester Pet May 30 


30 
Burcuer, _ ne, Somerset, Baker Yeovil 
Pet April 23 Ord Ma’ 
ButLer JAMEs Kh, + York Pet May 
30 Ord May 30 


Deverevx beet ee. Grocer Pembroke 
Dock Pet May 4 Orc May 31 
Dossow. Jonyx, Bankfoot, a Coal Dealer Bradford 


Pet May 31 Ord Ma 
a A, Harp in Court Pet March 30 Oni 
30 


Seen, Grorct Larxa, Bow rd, Publican High Court 
Pet april 28 Ord May 31 
,» Worcesters Kidderminster 


Gass, Hues Oswis, 
Pet 8 Ord Junel 

ar ILL1AM, Bristel, Grocer Bristol Pet May 31 

rr fay 31 

Harris, Toomas Epwarp, Copthallav, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet April 21 ‘May 31 

Hissett, Artuur Amos, Norwich, Stonemas)n’s Foreman 
Norwich Pet May 3l O.d May 31 

Jonsson, WiLuaM Penketh, nr Warrington 
w 


+. Ord Jun 
Lovartr, Josau, Bi'ston, Stafford, Grocer Wolverhampt nm 
Pet May 23 Ord June } 
Mersa, CuaRies Bessa, Strand, Tailor High Court 
Pet Mays Ord 
Moss, Gol tee a Nottingham Nottingham Pet April 12 


30 
Noster, P man J Frepearick, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
May 18 Sy ot 
wn, Devons, Yeoman Barnstaple 


quneos, 


oun, East Do 
Pet May 15 Ord May $1 
ao James, Walto., ae, 5 ~ Practitioner 
Liverpool Pet June1 Ord J 
ADJUDICATION pe 


Coprry, Sypygy Wittiam, Gosport, Hants, Boot Maker 
Portsmouth Adjud March 7, 1899 Annul May 31, 1900 





R, CUSESERT SPURLING, M.A., 

B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 

of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “* Smith's 

Manual of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 

the Bar and all University Law Examinations. 
Bar Examinati 


ion, May, 1899—15 = passed. 
June, 1899—A 5 ie > 1 gained the B. L. degres at Oxford. 
Address, 11 ew-court, o-ina, W- Cc. 


R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond:) ), 
VE of 61, First in Honours Jurio- 
prudence and 





Ft in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, ~~ Solicitors’ Exhibitioner 
and University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 


inations. 
AW. Solicitor (unadenttied) Dew Desires _- 
snail aly .—Address, Z., Messrs. Evison, 116, wine, Chante 








QOLIcTOR 28), _timitind 1898, Wants 
tical experience vinclal town: ~ all-round 
man; Pat testimonials ; - Fe 


excellent 
salary offered.—Sarrinvs, 86, Westbourne-park-vilias. 





15 at il pre on. st, Birmiog 
Foreman, G L, B . Pablican dens my at 12 Bank- 





ruptoy bldgs, a st 
Poanaen, 5 ao. Newcastle on Jeweller June 14 
at 11, ff Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 








Vivo be Lat STREET, WESTMLe —— 
ctr ght ei"2 per annum.—Wx. R. Nicwoias © 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





(INSTITUTED 1858.) 





THE FORTIETH ANNIVERSARY 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT THE 


FESTIVAL 


HOTEL METROPOLE (WHITEHALL ROOMS), LONDON, 


On TUESDAY, the 19th JUNE, 1900, at Seven o’clock p.m. precisely. 
HENRY ATTLEE, Esq., in the Chair. 





LIST OF STEWARDS. 


J. Apptson, Esq., London. B. F. Hawkstey, -, London. 

W. J. D. Anprew, Esq., London. A. Hetpzr, Esq., M.P., Whitehaven. 
H. OC. Bseppoz, Esq., J.P., Hereford. J. E. Gray Hitz, Esq., Liverpool. 
E. K. Bryra, Esq., London. Joun Hottams, Eeq., London. 


T. Dotime Boiron, Esq., M.P., London. 
G. Hotme Bowser, Esq., London 


T. 


E. J. Bristow, 
J. F. Burton, Esq., London. 

H. Morten Cotron, Esq., London. 
Sir H. H. Orawrorp, London. 
Rost. Ounurrrs, Esq., London. 


G 


Watrsr Dowson, Esq., London. 


J. 


H. E. Garssre, Esq., 
Samvet Harris, Esq., Leicester. 


Joun Hunrer, Esq., London. 
Grinnam Kzen, Esq., London. 
Henry Kimper, Esq., M.P, London. 
Harry R. Lewis, Esq., London. 

J. 8. Licxortsu, Esq., London. 

H. G. Lovsapa, Esq., London. 

J. Spencer Lovett, Esq., London. 
R. J. A. Lumpy, Esq., London. 
Henry Manisry, Esq., London. 

F. P. Morrett, Esq., Oxford. 
Wit.uaM Nocrton, Esq., J.P., London. 
F. Rowtzy Parker, Esq., London. 
R. Paenntncton, Esq., J.P., London. 
T. J. Prrrretp, Esq., London. 


. Harvey Boys, Esq., Margate. 
Esq., London. 


RANTHAM R. Dopp, Esq., London. 


Rocer B. Grecory, Esq, London. 
London. 











| Tuomas Rawiz, Esq., London. 


J. E. W. River, Esq., London. 

The Hon. Cuanies Russert, London. 
Arruer E. Savitz, Esq., London. 

T. Sxewes-Cox, Esq.. M.P., Richmond. 
Stoney Smirx, Esq., London. 

Joun Srevenson, Esq., London 

Frank W. Stone, Esq., Tunbridge Wells. 
A. G. Taytor, Esq , Derby. 

Maurice A. Tweepriz, Esq., London. 
R. W. Tweepre, Esq., London. 

Henry Tyrreti, Esq., London. 

W. Mectmotn Watters, Esq., London. 
A. F. Warr, Esq., M.P., Liverpool. 
R. J. Wurrs, Esq., London. 


| A. Wicurman, Esq., Sheffield. 
| Harry Woopwarp, Esq., London. 


The Secretary will be happy to hear from members of the profession who may desire to add their names to the above List of Stewards. 
Dinner Tickets (25s. each) may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, 9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.O. 


Donations and Subscriptions to be included on the Festival List are earnestly solicited. 


J. T. SCOTT, Secretary. 








“THE LAW REPORTS” 


WM. CLOWES & SONS (Limited) 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her Maj . the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
J ndieial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


SECOND-HAND. 





have the following Sets for Sale 


cheap : 
Law Wi d Go for Registrars, T 
COMPLETE SET, from 1866 to 1899,| ~” Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace’ 


Statates Digests ; eames | 
i Dien in dou. 5 ae, eo Ts Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
*.* Lately the B pr of a Chief Magistrate of ESTABLISHED 1689. 





2. COMPLETE SET, from 1866 to 1898, %, CHANOERY LANE, LONDON. 





with Statutes and Digests; 279 vols., calf; Digests 
in cloth. 

*,* Lately the of a County Court J b> 

. iy the property nudge. 


ANOTHER SET, 1866 to 1898, with | 
Statutes and Digests; 283 vols., calf. 


ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 





| Oj onthe minimum monthly balances, py ° 
4. ANOTHER SET, 1866 to 1892; 220 vols., | 2 L when not drawn below £100. 2 I, 


5. 


6. ANOTHER SET, 1866 to 1897, with | e 


7. 


half Bussia, fine condition. | 5) DEPOSIT accounts. 2 
ANOTHER SET, 1876 to 1899, with | QPL) on Depots, repayable on demand. ye}! Ie 
Tia es dene i | STOCKS AND SHAR8S. 


| Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
*,° Lately property of Lord Justice | 
«: ~ aescaenl, - ad | The BIRKBESK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 


ont-iree, FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


hone No. &6 Hotsors. 
Digests; 272 vols. half calf; 8 vole. cloth; as good | Falnenks Base thetents, Loven” 


LAW REPORTS and STATUTES, 1981 | [ADAMS AUBERT Introduces Daily and | 


to 1890. 79 vols., half catf. | Professors, Chaperuns, Companious, Lady 
Secretar.es, for British isies, Continent, 





| House 
8. LAW REPORTS, 1876 to 1884; 77 vols. | 
3 vols | Africa, America, Asia, soa at a Schools soe ian- 


WM, CLOWES & SONS (Limited) will be | GOLICITORS, MORTGAGES, and Others 








Davis, o, Jee London, is always 


happy to furnish prices on application. every description of Pro- 


27, FLEET STREET, LONDON E.C. 


| Prepared 
introductory fees 


IGH HOLBORN.—To Let, Whole or 

Part of valuable Corner Building Site, adjoining 

new Railway Station; suitable for Bank, Public Com- 

y. Hotel, or business premises ; also capital First Floor 

ces in Holborn, — Address, Discovery, 322, High 
Holborn, W.C. 


frok SALE, ‘Revised Reports,” Vols. 
1-37, in publisher's half-calf binding, with Index to 
Cases reported in Vols. 1-25, all equal to new, price £30, a 
Subscriber’s Copy, entitling the purchaser to obtain all 
subsequent ye (half bound) at £1 3s. instead of £1 8. 





per volume ; Ruling Cases,”’ Vols. 1-15. in half 
morocco, equal to new, price £11.—Apply to A. B., care of 
Mr. Perry, 10, Staple-inn, Holborn. 





I['YPEWRITING of every Description ex- 
cellently done; terms moderate.—Mrs, Winsey, 
123, Albert-street, Regent’s Park, N.W. 


ary of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 
of Sheffield to Accept Loa: M 
gee or Deposit.—For Peres apply City Accouwvane ps 


STRAR, Town 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


BY Sie. AUTHORITY. 


Bvery aisite under the above Acts supplied the 
req’ on 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 

SHARE CKRTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, CHEQUES, 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engra’ Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET,’ LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamved and Filed. 
JUST PUBLISHED. Price 5s 





with | q 
perty, in any state of repair or pees London, or | A PRAOTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMPANIES ACTS. 
| within 40 safles arranged in advance. | By FaancisJ. Guzen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
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